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Career and Technical Education (CTE) teachers have long been active in lobbying the
federal and state governments in support of CTE through their professional organizations, but
these are not traditionally considered interest groups. This study sought to determine if the
formal relationships—dues agreements—between the two largest national professional
organizations, and their state affiliates had an impact on state funding for CTE. The impacts of
professional organization unity, membership rates, and lobbying expenses on state-level CTE
funding were analyzed through the lens of interest group theory, a subfield of political science.
Within this population (N = 13), 1) a link was found between dues agreement type and funding;
2) Agricultural educators joined their professional organization(s) at higher rates than other CTE
teachers; 3) a low relationship was discovered between professional organization membership
percentages and funding; and 4) a high degree of relationship was found between lobbying
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
“Join, or die” (Franklin, 1754). These words were originally published as an admonition
to the British colonies, as part of a now famous illustration of a disjoined snake, to rally them to
unity against the French and the indigenous tribes of North America during the French and
Indian War of 1754-1763 (Library of Congress, n.d.). While this call for unity was made in the
face of literal life or death for the early colonies, it can figuratively be applied to the battles for
survival that are being fought in state houses and our United States Capital every day by Career
and Technical Education (CTE) professional organizations.
The reasoning behind Franklin’s maxim was simple: strength lies in unity and numbers.
It is because of this accepted truth that generations of agricultural educators and other CTE
teachers have attempted to instill the value of joining state and national professional
organizations in the minds of newcomers to the profession. A cursory reading of the mission and
vision statements of the Association for Career and Technical Education (ACTE) and the
National Association of Agricultural Educators (NAAE), the two largest and most prominent of
such organizations, show that their purposes align with those of professional organizations in
disciplines other than education. Essentially, the goals of both organizations can be summarized
as actively advocating in support of CTE, providing high-quality professional development
opportunities for their members, fostering innovation in the profession through the purposeful
networking of their respective members, and working to recruit and retain high caliber
1

individuals into the occupation (ACTE, 2022a; NAAE, 2022a). Today, the NAAE and ACTE
partner together on almost every initiative regarding CTE.
The Professional Organizations Today
A testament to the continued interconnectedness of these two organizations is the fact
that until 2019, the headquarters of ACTE, the national headquarters of agricultural education’s
Career and Technical Student Organization (CTSO)—the National FFA Organization—and a
satellite office for the executive director of NAAE were all located at 1410 King Street in
Alexandria, Virginia, less than six and a half miles from the halls of Congress (W. Jackman,
personal communication, 2015). Their lobbying activities have also remained high. ACTE
retains two full-time, in-house, lobbyists who meet regularly with lawmakers supportive of CTE,
while the NAAE executive director makes regular trips to Washington to speak on behalf of
legislation; in addition, each summer NAAE hires a college intern to work alongside the ACTE
lobbyists in promoting CTE (W. Jackman, personal communication, 2015). NAAE and ACTE
both use their annual awards as a way of “putting a face to CTE” and purposefully approach the
elected representatives of the award winners to share CTE success stories (W. Jackman, personal
communication, 2015). ACTE has also worked to form a bipartisan House and Senate
Congressional Caucus for Career and Technical Education, which was instrumental in assisting
with the latest reauthorization of Perkins V and ensuring continued appropriations (Houck,
2022).
On the state level, the job of legislative engagement falls to state professional
organizations. It seems at this juncture that most states have a general CTE professional
organization that represents all CTE teachers in the state, and a dedicated agricultural education
professional organization (ACTE, 2022c; NAAE, 2022b). Other CTE teacher organizations
2

representing the various Career Clusters do exist in some states but not all, and if they do exist,
they seem to be viewed as much less active than the general CTE teachers’ organization and/or
the agricultural education organization, according to the state agricultural education program
supervisors for both Mississippi and Tennessee (S. Gass & J. Wagner, personal communication,
July 2022). The vitality of state agricultural education organizations can likely be attributed to
agricultural education’s historical stance as the first pathway, which is shown in the history of
CTE expounded upon later. Rather than beginning their own, independent state organizations, it
would seem CTE professionals in many states are content with being active within their
pathway’s division of the general CTE teachers’ organization (S. Gass & J. Wagner, personal
communication, July 2022).
The lobbying/advocacy methods used by the state associations may include, but are not
limited to, personal contacts, dinner functions, legislative action days, and even retaining the
services of lobbyists, such as in the state of Texas (Agriculture Teachers Association of Texas,
2022). As with all organizations, funding for these lobbying efforts comes in the form of
revenue generated through membership dues, fundraisers, and donations. While state
organizations may lobby for general CTE funding for the improvement and implementation of
new programs, often they seem to focus on more specific appropriations such as funding for
extended contracts, CTSO facilities, and travel reimbursement funds, at least this is the case in
the state of Mississippi (Mississippi Association of Agricultural Educators [MSAAE], 2022).
Membership in the Professional Organizations
NAAE (2022a) bills itself as “a federation of state agricultural educators’ associations.”
This federation is constructed through the use of “unified dues agreements.” When one of these
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agreements is in place, a member wishing to join their state agricultural education professional
organization must also join NAAE (A. Smith, personal communication, July 21, 2022).
ACTE also has affiliate membership programs (unified dues agreements) with a large
majority of the state general CTE organizations. For example, when one wishes to join the
business education division of their state CTE organization, they must also join the national-level
ACTE (2022c).
For both NAAE and ACTE, if a person in a non-unified state—or one without a state
CTE or agricultural education organization—wishes to join only the national organization(s),
they may do this through an individual membership (ACTE, 2022c; NAAE, 2022c).
Many states, however, take the unified dues concept even further, such as in the state of
Mississippi. In this state, an agricultural educator wishing to join the state agriculture teachers’
organization—MSAAE—not only joins NAAE, but must also join the state general CTE
organization—MSACTE—and the national ACTE (K. Cook, personal communication, 2016).
For clarity in this study, this type of unified dues agreement is referred to as “Fully Unified”,
while the dues agreement described previously—between the state agriculture organization and
NAAE or the state general CTE teachers’ organization and ACTE—is termed “Basic Unified.”
While not verifiable, after careful study of the history of the national organizations, one
could theorize that the Fully Unified dues agreements could be a holdover from the days when
the American Vocational Association (AVA) was first formed and began affiliating with the
already established state agriculture teacher associations as described by Stimson and Lathrop
(1954). It seems plausible that these early state agricultural education organizations, once they
were affiliated with AVA, they helped found state vocational education organizations and, at that
point lacking a national agriculture teachers’ association, chose to maintain close affiliations
4

with the fledgling state-level vocational education organizations. Circumstantial evidence
supporting this theory could be found in the form of an early membership application
advertisement for the AVA (1926), which listed several state agriculture teachers’ organizations
as affiliates, but not a general vocational education organization from the same states.
Statement of the Problem
It is a widely held belief that the larger an interest group’s membership, the more political
power it has in the face of the legislature and other government entities, that might hold some
form of regulatory power over the group’s profession (Truman, 1951). This concept intuitively
makes sense because more members translate to more votes in the eyes of politicians, and more
members mean more income from dues, which can then be used to lobby politicians (Nice, 1984;
Truman). For these reasons, a Fully Unified dues approach would, at first glance, seem to be the
ideal tactic.
With that said, in the state of Mississippi, a Fully Unified state, it was a common
complaint among agriculture teachers that the MSAAE and the agriculture CTSO, the
Mississippi FFA Association, were the only two CTE entities in the state engaged in lobbying
activities for CTE (B. Robinson & K. Sowell, personal communication, July 2022). This
accusation was confirmed as true by a past Mississippi Association for Career and Technical
Education (MSACTE) president, the state program supervisor for agricultural education
programs, and the chairman of the MSACTE audit committee (B. Robinson, K. Sowell, & J.
Wagner, personal communication, July 2022). Furthermore, a review of the financial statements
of MSACTE, provided by the audit committee chairman, showed that no funds were directed
towards influencing the state legislature (K. Sowell, personal communication, July 2022).
MSACTE’s apparent disregard for legislative action was further evident in the fact that at the
5

time of this writing, their website listed their last legislative goals as being from the year 20172018 (MSACTE, 2017).
The contention came to a head in the summer of 2022, when Mississippi agricultural
educators were informed that the reason they were no longer receiving travel reimbursements for
meetings, contests, and required state-level events, was because sometime in the last few years
the travel funds granted through special appropriations by the state legislature for agriculture
teacher travel—and lobbied for exclusively by members of the state agriculture teachers’
organization—were being used and depleted by teachers in other CTE disciplines, even though
these other teachers had not assisted in the lobbying efforts to secure these special appropriations
(J. Wagner, personal communication, July 15, 2022). This situation is put in stark contrast by
some other states, like Texas and Georgia for example, which are not bound by unified dues
agreements and had a plethora of organizations involved in CTE advocacy and lobbying
activities.
While money cannot buy happiness, it can buy quality CTE programs through state
government appropriations. A study was needed to determine if the type of unified dues
agreement that may be in place within a state is related to the level of state CTE funding. The
results from this study were used to identify further areas for research to determine why some
states have high quality CTE programs and others struggle.
Purpose of the Study and Objectives
The purpose of this study was to determine the potential impact of CTE professional
organization relationships—dues agreements—on state-level secondary CTE funding. Data were
collected from the southeastern region of the United States (N = 13) and were analyzed using a
statistical software. This study had eight specific objectives:
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1.

Describe the nature of the dues agreement(s), if any, in place between the state
agricultural teachers’ association, NAAE, the state CTE organization, and ACTE
for each state in the sample population.

2.

Calculate the state-level CTE funding ratios for the states within the sample
population measured against total K-12 education expenditures and total state
expenditures.

3.

Describe the potential impact of state professional organization relationships—
dues agreements—on state CTE funding levels as a proportion of total K-12
education expenditures and total state expenditures.

4.

Describe the membership levels of the professional organizations at the state level
as a percentage of total membership to potential membership.

5.

Describe the relationship between professional organization membership
percentage and state-level CTE funding as a proportion of total K-12 education
expenditures and total state expenditures.

6.

Identify the number and type of organizations actively engaged in lobbying
activities supporting CTE within a given state.

7.

Describe the relationship between the number of organizations actively lobbying
the state legislature on behalf of CTE and the nature of the dues agreement in
place for a given state.

8.

Describe the relationship between the amount of funds earmarked for lobbying in
support of CTE and state-level CTE funding levels.
Significance of the Study

Individuals join professional organizations because they perceive value in their
association with a given organization (Truman, 1951). The value of membership may come in
the form of perceived status or in the feeling of having satisfied an expected obligation, but in the
case of interest groups involved in the political process, of which the state and national CTE
professional organizations could be counted, it is likely individuals join because they have an
interest in maintaining the status quo or altering the current political situation to be more
favorable to them (Truman). Many agricultural educators and other CTE professionals join their
state and national professional organizations because they believe that a failure to do so would
7

eventually result in a reduction in the state and federal funding level upon which their chosen
careers depend.
Furthermore, it is a widely held belief that the larger an organization’s membership, the
more political power and resources it will be able to wield as the organization attempts to
accomplish its policy objectives (Nice, 1984; Truman, 1951). The practice of unified dues
agreements has its basis in this belief. By bringing together the membership of many smaller,
niche CTE organizations, resources can be pooled to finance more effective lobbying strategies,
and the bulging membership roster can present a powerful image to politicians concerned with
satisfying the most constituents with their policy decisions.
However, this practice dates back almost 100 years, and some interest group research has
cast doubts upon the idea that “bigger is better” in terms of diverse interest group membership,
such as that accomplished by the Fully Unified dues agreements (Browne, 1990; Truman, 1951).
In referencing these accepted beliefs, one of the groundbreaking theorists on organized interest
groups, Truman stated, “Many, if not most, perceptions about the significance and implications
of organized interest groups on the American scene rest on unreliable, implicit conceptions (p.
504).”
This study was the first to investigate the impact and value of unified dues programs
regarding the two largest CTE organizations and their state affiliates. This study sets the stage
for subsequent research that could determine the most effective dues agreement structure in
terms of securing government funding. If such a determination can be reached, then CTE
program financing across our nation can be maximized, ensuring CTE is ready to meet the needs
of the coming generation of students.
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Definition of Terms
1.

Interest groups are “any group that, on the basis of one or more shared attitudes,
makes certain claims upon other groups in the society for the establishment,
maintenance, or enhancement of forms of behavior that are implied by the shared
attitudes…and…[hold] shared attitudes toward what is needed or wanted in a
given situation, observable as demands or claims upon other groups in the
society” (Truman, 1951, pp. 33-34).

2.

Political interest groups are any groups meeting the above criteria and acting
upon or making demands of the government (Truman, 1951).

3.

Fully unified dues agreement is a dues arrangement in which an agricultural
educator wishing to join one of the professional organizations must join all four
(state agriculture teachers, NAAE, state CTE, and ACTE).

4.

Basic unified dues agreement is a dues arrangement in which an individual
wishing to join either the state agriculture teachers’ organization or the state CTE
organization must also join the corresponding national organization (NAAE or
ACTE) (A. Smith, personal communication, July 21, 2022).

5.

Career and Technical Education (CTE) includes programs at the secondary
(middle and high school) and postsecondary levels (associates degree or
certificate) which integrate academic knowledge and the skills necessary for
specific occupational fields (National Center for Education Statistics, n.d.).
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Introduction
To understand the current state of CTE, its political landscape, and how these
professional organizations go about accomplishing their goals, it is first necessary to understand
the history of CTE, its scope, funding sources, and finally, the relationships and structures of its
organized interest groups. This literature review also discusses the broad theoretical foundations
of the political science subfield involving interest groups and the more recent empirical studies
which support them. Through this literature review, the characteristics of political interest
groups are outlined, and these were used to justify the classification of the professional
organizations in this study as political interest groups. Evidence supporting the claim that
interest groups have a real and measurable impact on government outcomes is presented. The
theories regarding the relationships between interest group density within a policy area, interest
group influence, and the priorities of state legislatures are analyzed, as they relate to the study of
unified dues agreements between ACTE, NAAE, and their state affiliates. The relationship of
group size on lobbying and success within a policy area shall also be considered. Finally, studies
relating to the effectiveness of industry group coalitions are examined using two foundational
theories of political interest group research.

10

History of Career and Technical Education Legislation
In the aftermath of the American Revolution, two opposing schools of thought emerged
as to what economic enterprise would best serve as the foundation for our fledgling nation’s
future security; a society of free-holder farmers espoused by Thomas Jefferson, or a new age of
manufacturing and enterprise advanced by Alexander Hamilton (Chernow, 2005). It is now
apparent that in a way, both were correct because America’s agricultural and industrial
revolutions seem intertwined, with success in one prompting subsequent successes in the other.
The formation of agricultural and industrial societies, such as the Philadelphia Society for the
Promotion of Agriculture and the Society for Establishing Useful Manufacturers, in the late 18th
century marked the start of America’s hunger for growth in these two sectors (Chernow; Place,
1999).
It became apparent by the mid-1800s that the agricultural and industrial societies of the
nation’s infancy were not enough on their own to fuel the advancements needed in society, and
this realization spurred Jonathan Turner to present a proposal that would eventually culminate in
the Morrill Act of 1862, leading to the establishment of our land-grant institutions (Place, 1999).
The stated purpose of land-grant institutions was to provide education to the common man in
“agriculture, military tactics, the mechanical arts and classical studies” (University of Nebraska,
2022, para. 2). Phipps et al. (2008) observed that due to the inability for many working on farms
to physically go to college and the fact instruction in agriculture typically only occurred in the
final two years of attendance, instruction at the secondary level was needed to help educate the
public about this important subject matter.
There were isolated attempts to establish secondary schools devoted to the study of
agriculture and industrial arts beginning in or about 1823 and continuing after the passage of the
11

Morrill Act (Place, 1999). These efforts were increased significantly after the Hatch Act of
1887, which established experiment stations, and after a 1902 recommendation by the
Association of American Agricultural Colleges and Experiment Stations that agriculture and
mechanical arts be taught in secondary schools by an educator with a degree from a land-grant
college (Phipps et al., 2008).
Many agriculture and industry groups had already begun lobbying legislatures in their
respective states to implement agriculture and mechanical arts into the less than college grades in
the early years of the 20th century, particularly in the South, but the success of this instruction
had been modest due to the lack of educators trained in these areas of instruction (Stimson &
Lathrop, 1954). Following the earlier recommendation of the Association of American
Agricultural Colleges and Experiment Stations, in 1907 an amendment to the Morrill Acts of
1862 and 1890, known as the Nelson Amendment, was passed (Place, 1999). One stated purpose
of the Nelson Amendment was to provide support to the land-grant institutions in preparing
teachers for the fields of agriculture and the mechanic arts (Fritschle, 1963). Up until this point,
the financial support for the implementation of agriculture programs, be they special agricultural
schools or agricultural education courses added into the curriculum of traditional schools, was
solely a venture of the various states. Even so, by the time the Smith-Hughes Act was passed in
1917, officially authorizing federal appropriations for the establishment of secondary agricultural
and home economics programs, around 4,000 agricultural education programs were already in
place at secondary schools around the nation (Phipps et al., 2008).
From 1917 to 1936, at the urging of vocational education leaders, Congress introduced
and passed the George-Reed, George-Ellzey, and George-Deen Acts to increase the federal
funding provided to implement and support vocational education programs (Fritschle, 1963).
12

The first three “George Acts”, as they were referred to by Talbert et al. (2013), marked the first
gradual broadening of vocational education, and upon the passage of the George-Deen Act in
1936, vocational education had grown to include four divisions: agriculture, home economics,
trade and industrial education, and distributive education (Phipps et al., 2008). The GeorgeBarden Act of 1946, in addition to providing more federal funds to agricultural and home
economics education, removed the prohibition on federal funds being used for the purchase of
equipment, and a proliferation of vocational programs was seen following its enactment (Talbert
et al.).
Talbert et al. (2013) related that the Vocational Education Act of 1963 was the most
extensive revision of federally supported vocational education since its 1917 inception. The
unionization of farm workers following the Fair Labor Standards Act spurred mechanical
advances in agriculture to reduce the human resources necessary to produce the nation’s food
supply, and this in turn created a real need for trained mechanics to repair and service these
innovative machines (Talbert et al.). To help vocational education combat changes in the
agriculture industry and a shortage of labor due to the Vietnam War, the goal of the 1963
legislation was to allow for the broad expansion of the currently accepted vocational education
divisions and change the way the federal government funded these vital areas (Talbert et al.).
The act allowed agricultural education to expand to include areas other than “farm” or
production agriculture; additionally, it allowed for the creation of new divisions such as that of
business education (Talbert et al.). An often-overlooked result of this legislation was how it did
away with the federal practice of dictating to states what portions of the federal appropriations
were to be used on specific vocational education divisions in favor of a model which allowed the
various states to determine how the appropriation would be divided among their various program
13

areas (Talbert et al.). The huge implications of this decision on the lobbying activities of state
and national vocational education interest groups will be discussed later. The Vocational
Education Amendments of 1968 and 1976 were seen as a way to overcome sex discrimination in
the current vocational education programs and to further fund the development of new program
types in areas deemed “innovative” (Phipps et al., 2008). Phipps et al. also pointed out that it
was the 1968 and 1976 amendments that placed a renewed focus on the needs of industry
through the use of advisory groups and post-program student placement with the strengthening
of vocational counseling.
The year 1984 marked the passage of the Carl D. Perkins Vocational Education Act,
commonly known as Perkins I (Phipps et al., 2008). Perkins I fundamentally shaped the CTE
programs of today, and the four subsequent vocational education/CTE appropriations bills to
date have been updates and reauthorizations of this critical legislation. Talbert et al. (2013)
pointed out that the primary goal of Perkins I was to strengthen vocational education to make the
United States more economically competitive. To achieve this, the act strengthened ties with
industry by expanding the local advisory council concept, supported by the 1976 Vocational
Education Amendment, to a state and national level, requiring each state to establish a 13member vocational education council with seven of its members from private industry and a
similar National Council for Vocational Education to provide advice on potential curricula and
market needs (Phipps et al.). The authors of Perkins I believed that the best way to strengthen
vocational education and subsequently our economy was by expanding access to vocational
education for all who desired it; therefore, over half of its funding was designated for students
with disabilities, those living in poverty, adults pursing vocational training, and single-parent
families (Talbert et al.). Phipps et al. observed that many other modern hallmarks of CTE
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emerged from the first Perkins Act, including a push to include math and science principles in
instruction, further efforts to eliminate sex discrimination in vocational programs, an updated
definition of the fields included in vocational education, the first official linking of vocational
student organizations (now known as CTSOs) to their respective education program, and an
expectation that other areas of high demand labor shortages be identified and addressed through
the expansion of vocational education programs. To accomplish this, Perkins I and all
subsequent Perkins Acts have allowed the state allotment to be distributed among secondary and
postsecondary vocational education programs at the discretion of the state (Carl D. Perkins
Vocational Education Act, 1984; Perkins Collaborative Resource Network, n.d.).
Six years later, in 1990, we saw the first amendment and reauthorization of the Perkins
Act. The Carl D. Perkins Vocational Education Act of 1990, or Perkins II, sought primarily to
provide technology instruction in vocational education classes, strengthen academic integration,
and began a marked shift away from strictly “vocational” instruction to more general career
preparation (Talbert et al., 2013). Furthermore, Perkins II directed more funds toward the
establishment of articulation agreements between secondary vocational programs and
postsecondary institutions (Talbert et al.).
Perkins III was adopted in 1998. This reauthorization was primarily focused on ensuring
that vocational education programs provided the same rigor as other academic curricula (Talbert
et al., 2013). Phipps et al. (2008) also described how Perkins III built upon the articulation
agreements from the 1990 reauthorization to further integrate the programs of secondary and
postsecondary institutions and to provide systematic uniformity at the state and local levels.
The term “vocational education” began to fall out of favor even before the Perkins II
reauthorization, and the term “Career and Technical Education” began being used among those
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in and associated with the profession (Malkus, 2019). As a result, the 2006 Perkins
reauthorization, known as Perkins IV, marked the first time that vocational education was
referred to legislatively as CTE (Talbert et al., 2013). Perkins IV was designed to strengthen the
academic foundation of CTE students and provide for the continuous improvement of state and
local programs through the development of programs of study based upon the 16 recognized
Career Clusters shown in Table 1 (Office of Vocational and Adult Education, n.d.; Talbert et al.).
Table 1
National Career Clusters Framework
Modern CTE Career Clusters
Agriculture, Food, and Natural Resources

Architecture and Construction

Arts, A/V and Communications

Business, Management, and Administration

Education and Training

Finance

Government and Public Administration

Health Science

Hospitality and Tourism

Human Services

Information Technology

Law, Public Safety, Corrections, and Security

Manufacturing

Marketing, Sales, and Service

Science, Technology, Engineering, and
Transportation, Distribution and Logistics
Mathematics (STEM)
Note. The National Career Clusters Framework was developed by the United States Department
of Education and the National Association for State Directors of Career Technical Education
Consortium (now known as Advance CTE) as a curriculum and program planning organizational
device (Advance CTE, 2022a; Office of Vocational and Adult Education, n.d.).
The most recent version of the legislation, the Strengthening Career and Technical
Education for the 21st Century Act or “Perkins V,” was signed into law on July 31, 2018 and
went into effect on July 1, 2019 (Advance CTE & ACTE, 2018). According to a policy brief by
Advance CTE and ACTE, Perkins V made a major push for accountability through the
implementation of data-driven decision making for CTE fund distribution. To achieve this, the
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law now requires a thorough local needs assessment, the technical skill attainment measure—
which many states obtained through standardized testing—was replaced with a “program
quality” measurement, which is based upon reports of “work-based learning, postsecondary
credit attainment or credential attainment during high school,” and expanded disaggregation of
data, broken down by student populations and “each core indicator by CTE program or Career
Cluster” (Advance CTE & ACTE, Major tenets of Perkins V section). While Perkins V demands
accountably, it expanded expense allowances to cover CTE program development and “career
exploration” from grades five through eight (Advance CTE & ACTE, Major tenets of Perkins V
section). The removal of the less than grade seven expense prohibition, prompted at least one
state—Mississippi—to write and begin implementing a middle school agricultural curriculum (J.
Wagner, personal communication, 2018).
Scope and Impact of Modern Career & Technical Education
In 2022, there were over 12.5 million secondary and postsecondary students enrolled in
CTE courses in every state and territory of our country (Advance CTE, 2022b). In fact, 92% of
secondary students and 69% of college or adult learners are currently taking, or have taken,
courses in one of the 16 CTE Career Clusters (ACTE, 2022b). In May 2021, it was estimated
that the number of CTE teachers for both the secondary and postsecondary level was
approximately 201,640 (Division of Occupational Employment Statistics, 2021a, 2021b, &
2021c). ACTE reported the high school graduation rate of CTE program completers was 94%,
compared to a national average of 84% for all secondary students, reported by the National
Center for Education Statistics (2021), and it was found that 84% of CTE completers enrolled in
postsecondary education after high school graduation (U.S. Department of Education, 2019).
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Our nation’s CTE programs are funded jointly by federal appropriations through the
Perkins V legislation and through additional state-level appropriations decided on by the various
state legislatures. Miller (2022) estimated that for FY2022, the federal government would
appropriate $1,359,150,278 for CTE through Perkins V, but a 2013 study found that federal
appropriations accounted for only 5% of total CTE funding (Herbertson, 2013). If that
percentage holds true, individual states would contribute an estimated $27,183,005,560. This
would make the state-level appropriations by far the largest portion of CTE funding.
While the investment in CTE is staggering, multiple studies have shown the benefits of
CTE spending to the economies of the various states and nation. A recent study by the Alpaugh
Family Economics Center (2019) at the University of Cincinnati found that CTE had a
tremendous impact on Ohio’s economy:
…career technical education and training in the state of Ohio generates $1.4 billion in
economic activity (FY2019), supports more than 15,000 jobs, and provides an average
return on investment for program graduates of 2,071 percent after 20 years. (para. 1)
These findings were consistent with other studies from across the country (ACTE, 2018):
In Washington, every dollar spent on secondary CTE students leads to $26 in lifetime
earnings and employee benefits…Oklahoma’s economy reaps a net benefit of $3.5 billion
annually from graduates of the Career Tech System…In Wisconsin, taxpayers receive
$12.20 in benefits for every dollar invested in the technical college system. (Washington,
Oklahoma, and Wisconsin sections)

When one looks at these staggering numbers with the backdrop of our current economic
downturn and strained government budgets, as a result of the fallout from the COVID-19
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pandemic, it should become very clear that stakeholders in CTE—including students, teachers,
state/local administrators, industry leaders and others—have a tremendous amount to lose
(Siripurapu & Masters, 2021). Due to the constant threat of funding loss faced by all publicly
funded services and programs, CTE advocates are actively lobbying for this profession at state
and federal levels. At the forefront of this fight are the state and national professional
organizations representing those who are employed in or related to CTE. Organized interest
groups were instrumental in the founding of CTE, and these influential groups have evolved
along with CTE to best represent the interests of their members (Stimson & Lathrop, 1954).
History of Organized Interest Groups in Career and Technical Education
Many individuals may erroneously believe that modern day CTE began with the passage
of the Smith-Hughes Act in 1917, which provided federal funding for what was then known as
vocational education. However, the concept of vocational education was started at the state
level, almost a century before the passage of the Smith-Hughes Act. CTE of today owes its
existence to state-level interest groups who laid the groundwork for a national movement
promoting vocational education in public schools. These early interest groups were made up of
production agriculturalists, manufacturers, educators, and eventually land-grant and experiment
station faculty and staff (Stimson & Lathrop, 1954). An examination of interest group influence
on CTE formation and evolution will show how vital these organizations were and continue to
be.
The first reported instance of an interest group lobbying a state legislature on behalf of
what would become CTE occurred on January 21, 1794 (Stimson & Lathrop, 1954). The
Philadelphia Society for the Promotion of Agriculture presented to the Pennsylvania state
legislature a report offering several plans to address the perceived need for agricultural
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education; one of these plans called for education about agriculture in the common schools of the
state (Stimson & Lathrop). While this original attempt was unsuccessful, a later organization,
The Pennsylvania Agricultural Society, did succeed in securing the establishment of the Farmers
High School in 1855, 62 years before vocational education would be formally established by the
Smith-Hughes Act (Stimson & Lathrop).
An even earlier instance of state interest group success could be seen with the creation of
America’s first agricultural school, the Gardiner Lyceum in Gardiner, Maine (Stevens, 1921). In
1822, the state legislature of Maine, at the insistence of R.H. Gardiner and 53 other individuals,
granted permission for the Gardiner Lyceum to be established and opened to the public
(Stevens). Stevens recorded in an even further show of influence, the group secured an
appropriation of $1,000 and the ability to levy a local tax for an additional $1,000 from the state
legislature the following year; this was the first known instance of government supported
vocational education anywhere in the United States, not quite a full century before the SmithHughes Act.
With the passage of the Morrill Act of 1862 and the Hatch Act of 1887, it became
increasingly obvious to those who had advocated for their establishment that education about
agriculture and the mechanical arts was needed prior to students enrolling in the land-grant
institutions (Stimson & Lathrop, 1954). The rallying cry to establish vocational education below
the college level spread from state agricultural and mechanics interest groups such as the state
Granges and Farmers Unions to include the land-grant and experiment station faculty/staff, state
and national teachers’ unions, and finally labor and business groups from all walks of life
(Hillison, 1995; Stimson & Lathrop). The push for vocational education reached its flashpoint
when the Association of American Agricultural Colleges and Experiment Stations recommended
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in 1902 that agricultural education be incorporated into the secondary schools (Stimson &
Lathrop). The development and organization of interest groups in support of vocational
education escalated rapidly at both the state and national level after this recommendation.
Stimson and Lathrop (1954) described the state teacher’s association of Mississippi as
extremely politically active and organized at the beginning of the 20th century. In 1903, they
recommended to the state legislature that agriculture be taught in public schools, and with the
backing of state agricultural interest groups, the state legislature replaced “natural philosophy”
with agriculture in 1906 (Stimson & Lathrop). Similar demands in states across the nation were
so successful that Stimson and Lathrop quoted A.C. True as saying that by 1909, the Association
of American Agricultural Colleges and Experiment Stations considered agricultural education to
be a “permanent part” of the public schools. In fact, by the time the Smith-Hughes Act was
signed in 1917, 17 states had made agriculture a mandatory subject in rural elementary schools,
26 additional states offered agriculture instruction in elementary schools on a voluntary basis,
and 39 of the 48 states offered agricultural education courses in secondary schools (Stimson &
Lathrop).
In 1906, a group known as the National Society for the Promotion of Industrial Education
(NSPIE) was formed; while at the state level, at least ten agriculture teacher organizations were
already in existence or in the process of organizing (Hillison, 1995; Stimson & Lathrop, 1954).
The organization of NSPIE marked the first time a national group was formed to solely represent
the interests of vocational education. The purpose of NSPIE was to arrange a coalition of
influential parties to pass legislation that would support vocational education from the federal
level (Hillison). Hillison stated the coalition grew to include: the American Federation of Labor,
the National Education Association, the National Association of Manufacturers, the US Chamber
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of Commerce, the National Democratic Party, the Bullmoose Party, the American Home
Economics Association, the General Federation of Women’s Clubs, Wallace’s Farmer, Hoard’s
Dairyman, the Farmers Union, the National Grange, the Association of American Agricultural
Colleges and Experiment Stations, and others. The membership of NSPIE was as varied as the
groups it brought together including prominent educational revolutionaries, such as Charles
Prosser, leaders of the fledgling state agricultural teacher organizations, laborers, business
managers, land-grant faculty/staff, and others (Hillison; Stimson & Lathrop). With all these
often contentious and fundamentally incompatible interest groups in miraculous agreement on
the need for vocational education, NSPIE set about lobbying for federal legislation (Hillison).
In 1912, the machinations of NSPIE and their broader interest group coalition seemed on
the cusp of success in the form of the Page-Wilson Bill, which would have provided federal
support for vocational education at the secondary level, but another bill, now known as the
Smith-Lever Act, also had strong support in the legislature (Fritschle, 1963; Stimson & Lathrop,
1954). The Smith-Lever Act sought to federally fund extension education in agriculture and
home economics for rural families, but Fritschle noted a legislative deadlock between
Republicans and Democrats, each controlling a separate house of Congress that ensued for
several years. After the 1913 elections, the deadlock was broken, and it became clear that the
Smith-Lever Act would pass (Fritschle). By this point, state leaders of the agriculture teacher
organizations emerged as active members of NSPIE and worked to develop a plan for what type
of federal aid would be needed to supplement vocational education in future legislation, as the
organization accepted the fate of the Page-Wilson Bill (Stimson & Lathrop). However, not all
hope was lost, and NSPIE was able to snatch a small victory from defeat in the form of a federal
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commission dedicated to studying federal aid to vocational education on the same day in January
1914 that the Smith-Lever Act became law (Fritschle).
Later in 1914, the Commission on National Aid to Vocational Education presented its
thorough findings to Congress (Fritschle, 1963). One notable member of this commission was
Charles Prosser, now the Secretary of NSPIE, and his appointment by President Woodrow
Wilson showed just how influential this organization had become in the eight years since its
founding (Stimson & Lathrop, 1954). While Congress initially took no action on the report, the
following year, NSPIE had printed its findings in their entirety and used its coalition resources to
circulate the legislation it proposed far and wide (Fritschle). Once it became clear the public and
the NSPIE coalition of interest groups supported the legislation, the Smith-Hughes Act was
signed into law in 1917 (Fritschle; Hillison, 1995).
With the Smith-Hughes Act on the books, Hillison (1995) noted that the fundamental
differences between the members of the NSPIE coalition began to rise to the top almost instantly,
and the coalition members “quickly agreed that again there was little on which to agree (p. 10),”
leading to its collapse. NSPIE had succeeded in creating its own policy niche in the form of
federally supported vocational education, and its remaining members were mostly agricultural
educators who were leaders in their own state agriculture teacher associations or those directly
related to vocational education (Stimson & Lathrop, 1954). As such, NSPIE was reorganized as
the National Society for the Promotion of Vocational Education and shortly after again renamed
the National Society for Vocational Education (Stimson & Lathrop). Another organization, the
Vocational Association of the Middle West, had gained steam in America’s heartland, just as the
National Society for Vocational Education had in the eastern region (ACTE, 2002a). Upon
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realization that their purposes were the same, these organizations agreed to merge, creating the
American Vocational Association (AVA) in 1926 (ACTE).
AVA was, without question, the preeminent interest organization for vocational
education lobbying the national Congress, but because agricultural education emerged at the
state level, well before the passage of Smith-Hughes, many agriculture teachers had already
formed state level interest groups in at least 10 states for the purpose of lobbying their state
legislatures for appropriations and support (Stimson & Lathrop, 1954). Among these state
organizations were the Indiana Agriculture Teachers’ Association, the New Jersey Agricultural
Teachers’ Association, and the Association of Teachers of Agriculture of New York (AVA,
1926; Association of Teachers of Agriculture of New York, 1991). Recognizing the importance
of the established legislative relationships these organizations possessed, the AVA sought to
formally establish ties with the state-level professional organizations through affiliated
membership programs—today known as unified dues agreements—in the hope state-level
organizations representing all vocational education divisions could be founded and more
influence brought to bear on state legislatures to support vocational education (AVA; Stimson &
Lathrop). The affiliated membership agreements must have been looked upon favorably because
in an advertisement for its first national convention in 1926; the AVA had already established
affiliate memberships with at least 16 state agriculture teacher or vocational education
associations; this proliferation in less than a year seems miraculous until one remembers that the
leadership of the AVA was made up of many state-level vocational and agricultural education
leaders (AVA; Stimson & Lathrop).
Recognizing the large percentage of their membership in the agriculture division, in 1929
the first efforts were made for a national organization of agriculture teachers (Wright, 1929).
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The National Association of Vocational Agricultural Teachers (NAVAT) was launched as an
internal organization within the AVA (Wright). According to Wright, who was the first
president of NAVAT, calls for a national agriculture teachers’ organization had been heard from
state associations all across the country, and the stated purposes of NAVAT were to unify all
state agriculture teacher associations for better representation and assist in the establishment of
state agriculture teachers’ associations in states that did not currently have an affiliate. Stimson
and Lathrop (1954) noted that by 1941, most states had established organizations for teachers of
agriculture, but not all chose to officially establish relationships with AVA.
A little more than a decade after the enactment of the Smith-Hughes Act, AVA
approached Congress in a bid to increase federal appropriations to the divisions of agriculture
and home economics (Fritschle, 1963). This effort was successful and led to the passage of the
George-Reed Act in 1929 (Talbert et al., 2013). This victory was hollow because later that same
year, the Wall Street Crash of 1929 and the ensuing Great Depression set the stage for the largest
test of the AVA’s influence to date. Fritschle recorded the greatest threat to federal vocational
education funding occurred in 1931 as President Hoover advised Congress to create a
commission to reduce government spending in the face of the Depression. With federal funding
for vocational education on the chopping block, AVA mobilized its members and allies,
primarily national agriculture organizations, to defeat the proposed cuts outlined in the federal
expense reduction legislation (Stimson & Lathrop, 1954).
In an impressive show of force, not only were the budget cuts defeated, but two years
later in 1934, amid the largest economic downturn in the modern history of the world, AVA was
successful in lobbying for the George-Ellzey Act of 1934 and the George-Deen Act of 1936,
both of which increased funding levels and expanded the breadth of vocational education
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(Fritschle, 1963; Stimson & Lathrop, 1954; Talbert et al., 2013). For five years, it appeared all
was well regarding vocational education funding. The effects of the Depression were still being
felt, but vocational education was thriving and growing peacefully, until December 7, 1941,
when the United States of America was attacked by naval and air forces of the Empire of Japan.
Less than two weeks later, on December 23, 1941, the President of AVA was in a
Washington, D.C. meeting room as part of the United States government’s newly established
Wartime Commission (ACTE, 2002b). John Seidel and L.H. Dennis, the leading members of
AVA at the time, promised the government that vocational education would meet the needs of
the military to perform “pre-induction training” and “training in auto-motive and airplane engine
mechanics; radio, telephone and telegraph operation; and tool design and manufacturing”
(ACTE, para. 3). The 1942 annual convention of AVA was reworked as the “War Work
Training Conference,” and AVA members and the government worked to educate members on
the implementation of programs designed to address topics such as: “training for war production
workers, teacher shortages, food production, food distribution, and utilization, and the post-war
needs for vocational education” (ACTE, para. 4). The conference was a success and by the
following year, vocational education teachers had trained over three million workers for war time
efforts (ACTE).
The impact of AVA’s ability to organize its members was not only partially responsible
for the Allied victory over the Axis powers, but vocational education and its professional
organization members were the secret reason behind a now iconic piece of Americana, that of
“Rosie the Riveter” (ACTE, 2002b). While female students would not be officially admitted into
agriculture and industrial programs until the end of the 1960s, under the necessity of war, women
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and men were admitted into all vocational programs, and 741,322 women were enrolled in
vocational education programs by 1943 (ACTE).
ACTE (2002b) recalled in order to train men and women for the war effort, AVA
leadership was hard at work lobbying the government for emergency funding in addition to that
awarded by the previous two George Acts, eventually securing funding levels of over $100
million dollars. Once the war ended, additional funding was needed to retrain service members
in vocational skills and return to normal. With AVA’s position bolstered by the success of
vocational education during the war effort, AVA lobbied for and secured the passage of the
George-Barden Act in 1946, which was designed to establish vocational centers and offer career
guidance for those entering or reentering the civilian workforce; it is worth noting that the Act
altered the funding formula to be heavily in favor of the agricultural education division (ACTE;
Talbert et al., 2013). One can only speculate if this emphasis on agricultural education was a
result of the high percentage of agricultural educators in the leadership of AVA and the bulging
membership of its subordinate NAVAT.
The end of World War II and the relative prosperity in vocational education led to the
first major development in the structure of AVA since its inception. In 1948, at the AVA
convention in Milwaukee, Wisconsin, the members of NAVAT, decided to create a separate
national organization, solely to represent the members and interests of agricultural education
(Moore, 2020). This organization became known as the National Vocational Agriculture
Teachers’ Association (NVATA) (Moore). While agricultural educators wished for their own,
independent organization due to their size in relation to the other AVA divisions, it seemed
obvious that the leaders of both groups believed a sustained partnership between NVATA and
AVA was essential. This belief was evident in the fact that NVATA and AVA continued to hold
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their respective national conventions cooperatively, and AVA retained its agriculture division,
allowing affiliate membership in both organizations (NAAE, 2022d).
The 1950s were a turbulent time for AVA and NVATA with regards to government
relations. Following the success of AVA’s lobbying for the George-Barden Act, the Bureau of
the Budget recommended the reappropriation of millions designated for vocational education
funding to national defense training in or around 1950, but AVA and NVATA were successfully
able to lobby Congress to have most of the funding restored by 1951 (ACTE, 2002b). In 1956,
Congress appropriated a record setting amount to vocational education, but in 1958 President
Eisenhower proposed the complete transfer of vocational education funding to the various state
legislatures, essentially setting up the repeal of the Smith-Hughes Act (ACTE). However, in
another show of strength by the two national organizations, not only did they successfully argue
against the end of federal appropriations, but they also secured over $40 million dollars for the
year of 1959 alone (ACTE).
The impact of the Vocational Education Act of 1963 on vocational education has already
been discussed, but the passage of the Act may have shifted the dynamic of the relationships
between the professional organizations representing vocational education at the state and
national level. The 1963 Act did away with the long-standing practice of earmarking funds for
specific divisions of vocational education, and instead left the distribution of these funds up to
the various states which received the federal disbursements (Talbert et al., 2013). While little is
known about the legislative activities of various state vocational education interest groups at this
time, we can safely assume that these organizations remained active at the state level, cultivating
their legislative relationships and lobbying for funds, because the federally organized Panel of
Consultants on Vocational Education found in the early 1960s that the states were appropriating
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roughly a combined $500 million dollars to vocational education, in addition to those funds
required under the federal legislation at the time (AVA, 1976). Talbert et al. noted that the
funding distribution provision in the legislation greatly increased the importance of the state in
the funding process. Just as the legislation increased the state governments’ importance, one can
theorize that it also greatly increased the importance of the various state-level vocational
education organizations, of which the agricultural education organizations were historically
positioned to be the most influential.
The remainder of the 1960s passed with little issue for the national interest groups, but
the entry of the Nixon administration into the White House in 1969 presented a test of the
organizations’ influence (ACTE, 2002c). Nixon vetoed the federal appropriations for vocational
education, but AVA and NVATA garnered enough support in the House of Representatives to
override the President’s veto (ACTE). ACTE also recorded the 1976 vocational education
amendments as a distinct time of change for vocational education in the country.
In the mid-1960s, the long-standing leader of AVA, Dr. M.D. Mobley, decided to retire;
for years, he had been the national face of vocational education, even being described by one
magazine as “Washington’s most successful lobbyist” (ACTE, 2002c, para. 12). It is possible
that the changing times of the era and the changing of the guard at AVA caused doubts to be
raised about the administration of federal funds in support of vocational education. The national
professional organizations manage to get funding for vocational education reauthorized in 1976,
but as a condition of increased funds and expanded programs, and under the impression that their
credibility with the legislature was in jeopardy, the organizations consented to the inclusion of
accountability standards, including a mandated assessment of vocational education programs
across the nation (ACTE).
29

Beginning in the early 1980s, AVA and NVATA were activated when, in the face of high
unemployment, President Reagan called for a reduction in vocational education appropriations
totaling $200 million (ACTE, 2002d). In response to this, organizations began working with
their partners in the legislature on a new vocational education funding bill that would help
unemployment and equip students with the high skill jobs necessary for the age; the resulting
legislation was the Perkins Act of 1984 (ACTE).
Unfortunately, it seemed the Reagan administration was hostile to vocational education,
proposing another funding cut in the late 1980s, but professional organizations provided
testimony to both chambers of Congress, yet again securing a funding increase in the face of an
administration’s call for reduced appropriations (ACTE, 2002d). Seeing the hostility of the
current administration and wishing to counter the growing stigma that vocational education was
somehow “less than” other academic tracts, the national professional organizations launch a
coordinated propaganda campaign aimed at the public and those in government (ACTE). The
campaign was largely judged by the organizations to be a success, even achieving the spotlight in
Fortune magazine, and the profession was vindicated when the in-depth congressional
investigation, originally started in 1976, found that vocational education was indeed of
significant value to the taxpayers by serving special populations (ACTE, 2002e). The
professional organizations’ leaders took a gamble in 1976 because a comprehensive study of that
magnitude had not been undertaken, but it would appear the leaders’ faith in their members paid
off and secured the political influence of AVA and NVATA for the present generation. The
reauthorization of Perkins (Perkins II) was signed during this time in 1990 (ACTE, 2002c).
The professional organizations had a tremendous hand in crafting the Perkins III
legislation in the mid- to late-1990s. They won many notable victories in this bill, such as
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keeping vocational education funding separate from other appropriations, which could be more
easily reduced, and keeping control of vocational education under the domain of educational
entities (ACTE, 2002d).
With each reauthorization of the Perkins Act, just as they molded vocational education
into the CTE of today, so too were the organized interest groups that represented vocational
education updated for a new century. Since the 1970s, Congress and U.S. presidents had pushed
hard to change the term “vocational education” to “career education” or “applied technology
education,” but based upon the repeated attacks on their appropriations bills, beginning with the
Nixon administration, AVA and NVATA fought hard against this push, believing it to be a
political play to confuse their supporters and create dissention among their ranks of members
(ACTE, 2002e). However, one can only fight against the tide so long, and with the fastapproaching new millennium and appropriations specifically designed to broaden the outlook
and scope of vocational education, it became a foregone conclusion that change had to occur.
In 1997, the National Vocational Agricultural Teachers’ Association membership voted
to change the organization’s name to the National Association of Agricultural Educators (2022a)
or NAAE. This change followed a similar move by the agricultural education student
organization, the Future Farmers of America, to change their name to the National FFA
Organization (2022) in 1988; this change also replaced the words “Vocational Agriculture” on
the FFA emblem with “Agricultural Education.” Subsequently, the following year in 1998,
members of the American Vocational Association voted to change the organization’s name to the
Association for Career and Technical Education (2002e). Many of the state associations for both
general CTE and agricultural education have gradually made the change to align themselves with
their national counterparts. In fact, by August 2022, all but seven of the state agriculture teacher
31

organizations and all but two of the state general CTE organizations had dropped the term
“vocational” from their names (ACTE, 2022c; NAAE, 2022b). Reflecting these two
organizations’ commitment to the future of CTE, the Perkins IV Act of the early 2000s was the
first reauthorization to use the term, “Career and Technical Education” (Talbert et al., 2013).
Today, both organizations continue to work together in support of CTE and were instrumental in
the passage of Perkins V in 2018.
Professional Organizations as Political Interest Groups
Due to the unsavory nature of the terms “political interest groups,” “special interests,”
and other similar terms, many organizations may downplay or outright deny their policy
ambitions, or in truth, they may not consider themselves to be a political interest group (Truman,
1951). While some groups such as the National Rifle Association or labor unions may openly
acknowledge their political intentions, other organizations may be less likely to outright
broadcast that they lobby the government on a consistent basis. Furthermore, with a laundry list
of terms to describe different groups such as professional organization, labor union, bureau,
association, etc. it can be difficult to determine if a particular group should be considered a
political interest group (Truman).
Truman (1951), in one of the defining works of the interest group subfield, set forth the
criteria that should be used to determine whether a group should be considered a political interest
group. He proposed that rather than looking at the name of an organization directly, one must
look at the stated purposes and objectives of an organization to determine their potential status.
Truman (pp. 33-34) established that interest groups must meet two criteria:
1.

A group which is formed based on one or more shared “attitudes,” behaviors, or
beliefs
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2.

The group holds “shared attitudes about what is needed or wanted in a given
situation” and makes observable “demands or claims” upon other groups in the
society

Furthermore, if a given group met the above criteria and the part of society to which they
directed their demands or claims was the government, they qualified as a political interest group
(Truman, 1951).
Upon looking at NAAE (2022a) and ACTE’s (2022a) vision/mission statements and
stated objectives, both noted that they worked to build support for government legislation
supportive of agricultural education and/or CTE. Using Truman’s (1951) logic, it is reasonable
to study professional organizations, such as NAAE, ACTE, and their respective state affiliate
organizations, as political interest groups and apply research from this subfield to analyses of
their effectiveness and structure.
Impact of Political Interest Groups in Government
One of the earliest commentaries on the American political system, if not the first, is that
of The Federalist Papers, written by Alexander Hamilton, James Madison, and John Jay
(Chernow, 2005). In Federalist Number 10, James Madison (1787, p. 1) recorded his fears about
the ability of a small group of individuals “who are united and actuated by some common
impulse of passion, or of interest (emphasis added)” to exert influence over the whole of the
government system and in turn the nation. In fact, he went on to state that organized interest
groups will never truly be controlled, the government must be constructed in a way that would
allow it to counter the effects caused by these groups. The interesting thing about this political
science subfield was that the ability of interest groups to impact society had never been seriously
questioned, rather research has focused on how interest groups impact society.
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David B. Truman’s 1951 book Governmental Process was one of the first defining works
of interest group theory. While this early study did not rely on empirical methods, it used
qualitative interviews and historical analysis to show the influence of interest groups, and it
originated many theories which are still being tested using empirical research today (Browne,
1990; Gray & Lowery 1996; Heinz et al., 1993; Tandberg, 2010). In this book, Truman showed
that interest groups do indeed impact government policy decisions through the analysis of
several major policy successes and the relationships between the interest groups and branches of
government they acted upon. One such example of influence he provided has a direct relation to
agricultural education and CTE. Truman recounted that in 1934, with the country still reeling
from the Great Depression, the U.S. Congress passed legislation requiring annual audits of all
permanent federal appropriations, with the notable exceptions of extension, land-grant
institutions, and vocational education. During his investigation, he inquired to various
congressmen involved in the decision to exempt these groups, and the collective response was
that the interest groups representing these three appropriations were powerful enough to have the
entire legislation defeated if their policy areas were not excluded (Truman).
Cigler (1991) noted in a thorough review of the interest group body of work that most of
the foundational research of the field had been based on historical investigation and
qualitative/sociological methods, such as the work of Truman previously mentioned. He noted
that the 1970s seemed to mark a shift towards a more data driven approach for most of the
modern research projects.
Of the recent empirical studies, two were of great interest due to their focus on interest
group impacts on legislation, specifically funding, at the state level. Tandberg (2010) conducted
a study on the impact of interest groups on state funding through the use of a fiscal policy
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framework designed around the policy area of higher education, and one key component of his
framework was the inclusion of interest groups. He concluded that interest groups did in fact
heavily influence state-level appropriations for higher education, based upon his measurements
for interest groups and interest group activity reaching statistically significant levels.
Jacoby and Schneider (2001) conducted a study examining the impact of interest groups
on the various states’ policy priorities. By measuring the percentage of total state expenditures
that a state dedicated to a given policy area, the 15 policy areas they studied could be ranked in
order of importance. Using the measures for interest group strength and policy area density put
forth by Gray and Lowery (1996), Jacoby and Schneider concluded that interest group activity
had a very powerful impact on which policy areas a given state’s legislature regarded as a
priority, thereby appropriating a higher percentage of state funds.
These studies and many others (Browne, 1990; Nice, 1984) showed that interest groups
did indeed have an impact on the actions of our government at the national and state levels, and
it was possible to measure this impact using appropriations in a given policy area (Jacoby &
Schneider, 2001; Tandberg, 2010). These principles guided the design of this study, the
collection of data, and its analysis.
Impact of Interest Group Number and Density in Policy Area
Truman (1951) put forth a theory which stated that the larger a policy area was—meaning
it had a higher percentage of active interest groups—the more government resources would be
dedicated to satisfying the demands of the policy area. Truman’s theory has been supported by
at least three quantitative studies (Heinz et al., 1993; Jacoby & Schneider, 2001; Tandberg,
2010).
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In 1993, Heinz et al. released a study consisting of interviews and surveys of members of
the United States Congress, policy representatives (professional lobbyists) and the organizations
that hired them, and the resulting policy success/failure rates. This study found that a bill with
only a few supporters, but little opposition had a high chance of success. On contested policy
issues, if a high percentage of the active organizations within a policy domain supported a policy
issue, it still had a statistically significant chance of success. Heinz et al. attributed this result to
the fact that lawmakers and others involved in policy areas recognized the legitimacy of the
claims of the active, regular participants in each policy area. This conclusion was supported in a
contemporary but unrelated study by Gray and Lowery (1996), who found that “natural interest”
groups within a policy area—groups made up of those directly impacted and involved in the
area—such as teachers’ associations are viewed by lawmakers and government administrators to
have a high legitimacy.
Support for Truman’s (1951) theory was also found in the study by Jacoby and Schneider
(2001). The results of their tests showed that when active interest groups were concentrated in a
portion of a policy area, that policy area was assigned a higher priority with respect to the
amount of finite state resources the legislature allocated to that particular interest. It is worth
mentioning that the Jacoby and Schneider study seemed to show that as the state population of
interest groups increased (relative to the size of the state economy), the power of individual
interest groups decreased. This finding made sense given what we know of the nature of
politicians; they have always wished to satisfy as many constituents as possible (Barrilleaux &
Berkman, 2003). Because of this desire, politicians should spread out the limited resources of
government among as many active groups as possible (Truman).
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Building upon Truman’s (1951) theory and the results of Jacoby and Schneider’s (2001)
study that showed a decrease in a given interest group’s power as the state political ecosystem
became more crowded, Tandberg (2010) found that in these situations, it was desirable to have
all interest groups within a field activated to draw more attention to the policy area as a whole.
These findings were significant for our study of unified dues among NAAE and ACTE state
affiliates, because as seen in the state of Mississippi, many affiliate organizations may fail to
engage in independent lobbying efforts when all organizations are Fully Unified, potentially
leading to an overall decrease in the priority of the entire CTE policy area in the eyes of
lawmakers (B. Robinson & J. Wagner, personal communication, July 2022).
Interest Group Size and Effectiveness
Surely one of the driving factors behind the practice of unified dues was the commonly
held belief that the more members a professional organization can count among its ranks, the
more formidable it is in the eyes of the legislature and its opponents. However, research has
shown that this may actually be incorrect. After studying the policy stances of the largest
interest groups of his time, Truman (1951) believed that the interest heavyweights of the country
might have become so large and broad they could no longer advocate for any one portion of their
constituency to any great degree. He gave the example of the American Farm Bureau
Federation, which is still considered by many to be one of the leading advocates of the
agriculture industry on the federal level. In critiquing the effectiveness of the Farm Bureau, he
presented the case of margarine taxes and the Farm Bureau’s refusal to take a stance for or
against their implementation. Truman astutely realized that the interest group was powerless to
take a stance due to dairy producers and oil crop producers both occupying the ranks of their
membership. He concluded that the Farm Bureau chose internal stability, rather than support or
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oppose a policy, that would benefit one of its membership factions. He went further by
theorizing that “It is less important that a group include in its membership all eligible persons but
that a group include all the active (emphasis added) eligibles (sic) and that they adhere to one
view (p. 385).” While Truman’s theory was based upon observation, rather than data, modern
studies support his suppositions (Browne, 1990; see also Jacoby & Schneider, 2001).
Browne (1990) conducted a study of Washington interest groups within the agriculture
policy domain. His study divided interest groups into various types based upon the size of their
legislative agendas. Large “peak associations,” such as Farm Bureau, championed an average of
24 issues per year, more specific policy groups actively supported 6.5 policies per year, and issue
specific groups lobbied for one or two legislative priorities per year. His results showed that the
peak organizations were the least effective in terms of representing their full membership,
because while they may be involved in all “high conflict issues,” they were found to be involved
in only 14% of conflicts in which a single-purpose interest group was involved (Browne). He
interpreted this finding to mean that small, narrow-focused interest groups were necessary
because many policies important to constituent groups within the multi-purpose organizations
were too internally contentious or not wide sweeping enough for the multi-purpose organizations
to work toward them. He further concluded that while they may be highly visible because they
act throughout the domain, the multi-purpose organizations’ impact was “not widely felt in terms
of total issue involvement or by issue resolution” (Browne, p. 494). Browne and Jacoby and
Schneider (2001) both found that single-purpose or extremely narrow purpose, niche interest
groups reported the highest levels of successful policy outcomes.
One of the most shocking findings of Browne’s (1990) study was that coalitions of
interest groups were actually extremely ineffective. A coalition was defined as “collectivist
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associations, voluntarily organized in pursuit of a goal that several interests hold in common (p.
495)”. He reported that while large peak organizations are likely to engage in coalitions and
narrow policy interest groups (representing 6.5 policy issues on average) may engage in coalition
formation, “77% of publicly announced issue claims are merely intended for posturing or
position taking (p. 496).” This statistic seemed almost unbelievable, until one considers this: of
46 organizations who made public announcements supporting coalition goals, 38 reported a
representative from their organization attended a coalition meeting, but only 12 organizations
(26%) actively lobbied policy makers for coalition approved policies (Browne). This finding is
reminiscent of prior research by Olson (1965), an economist who was one of the first to begin
challenging some of the traditional theories that governed interest group research (Cigler, 1991).
While Olson and Truman (1951) are viewed as having drastically different philosophies of
interest group dynamics, at least one of Truman’s earlier theories fit quite well with the findings
of Olson. Furthermore, their theories gained empirical support from the findings of Browne with
regard to actual coalition lobbying rates.
Truman (1951) observed that within many groups, all work encompassing the leading
and directing of the group was often accomplished by a small collective of individuals, what he
called the active minority. In a sense, the remaining relatively inactive members of the group fit
the description of what Olson (1965) would term “the free rider problem.” Olson, being an
economist, believed it was uneconomical for an individual to contribute money towards the
provision of an open-access, communal service if others were willing to contribute for its
maintenance. He dubbed the noncontributing user of the service a “free rider.” One must
remember that while Olson primarily focused on money, time and effort do have value, hence
the concept of opportunity cost. While the inactive group members in Truman’s scenario did pay
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to join the organization, they were free riding from the efforts and opportunity cost of the active
minority.
If Truman’s (1951) active minority and Olson’s (1965) free rider theories were slightly
modified by applying them at the coalition level documented by Browne (1990), rather than the
intragroup level, we could see empirical support for these concepts. The active minority were
the 26% of coalition members who actually lobbied for coalition goals, while the remaining
organizations were free riding off their efforts.
This had significant implications for our analysis of unified dues agreements because of
the apparent free riding of other CTE pathway teachers off of the lobbying efforts of the state
agricultural educators’ organization reported in Mississippi (B. Robinson & J. Wagner, personal
communication, July 2022). If Fully Unified dues agreements lead to a free rider effect among
the CTE organizations at the state level, it was worth questioning if the “survival of the fittest”
environment produced by another dues agreement arrangement would not lead to stronger, more
active organizations and in turn, more appropriations for the policy area as a whole (Gray &
Lowery, 1996).
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
In this chapter, the methods used during the completion of this study are outlined,
specifically focusing on how each variable was collected and used. This was a descriptivecorrelational study in which a data set was compiled by gleaning or constructing relevant values
from official government documents and verified for accuracy through the interview of various
state-level CTE leaders and professionals.
Restatement of the Problem
The potential impact of the CTE organization relationships at a state-level on
appropriations and spending for CTE had never been researched. Conventionally accepted
beliefs about the impact of interest group size and resources on legislative results would
potentially have us believe a Fully Unified dues approach should have the strongest impact on
CTE funding levels, but this may not be the case (Browne, 1990; Heinz et al., 1991; Jacoby &
Schneider, 2001; Truman 1951). Based upon verifiable apparent free rider issues between the
CTE organizations present in at least one Fully Unified dues state (B. Robinson, K. Sowell, & J.
Wagner, personal communication, July 2022), a study determining what type of organizational
relationship structure—or dues arrangement—seems to have the greatest ability to foster a high
degree of state legislative support for CTE seemed appropriate.
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Restatement of the Purpose and Research Objectives
The purpose of this study was to determine the potential impact of CTE professional
organization relationships—dues agreements—on state-level secondary CTE funding. Data were
collected from the southeastern region of the United States (N = 13) and were analyzed using a
statistical software. This study had eight specific objectives:
1.

Describe the nature of the dues agreement(s), if any, in place between the state
agricultural teachers’ association, NAAE, the state CTE organization, and ACTE
for each state in the sample population.

2.

Calculate the state-level CTE funding ratios for the states within the sample
population measured against total K-12 education expenditures and total state
expenditures.

3.

Describe the potential impact of state professional organization relationships—
dues agreements—on state CTE funding levels as a proportion of total K-12
education expenditures and total state expenditures.

4.

Describe the membership levels of the professional organizations at the state level
as a percentage of total membership to potential membership.

5.

Describe the relationship between professional organization membership
percentage and state-level CTE funding as a proportion of total K-12 education
expenditures and total state expenditures.

6.

Identify the number and type of organizations actively engaged in lobbying
activities supporting CTE within a given state.

7.

Describe the relationship between the number of organizations actively lobbying
the state legislature on behalf of CTE and the nature of the dues agreement in
place for a given state.

8.

Describe the relationship between the amount of funds earmarked for lobbying in
support of CTE and state-level CTE funding levels.
Target Population and Sampling

The population of this study was all states within the Southern Region of the American
Association for Agricultural Education (AAAE, N = 13). This sample was chosen to control for
regional culture and due to the convenience of the professional networks that existed between
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agricultural education and CTE professionals within this region. The states which comprised
AAAE’s Southern Region are listed below in Table 2.
Table 2
Sample Population & Coding
ID Code

State Name

1

Alabama

2

Arkansas

3

Florida

4

Georgia

5

Kentucky

6

Louisiana

7

Mississippi

8

North Carolina

9

Oklahoma

10

South Carolina

11

Tennessee

12

Texas

13

Virginia

Note. N = 13
Instrumentation Procedures
The data collection for this research required the investigator to contact three individuals
per state included in the study (N = 13), with each person holding a different leadership position
in the given state’s CTE field. The following individuals were contacted for each state:
1.

State Agricultural Education Supervisor (Overseer, director, and evaluator of all
agriculture CTE programs statewide)
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2.

Secretary and/or Treasurer for the state agricultural educators’ organization (Dues
remitter and/or keeper of membership/financial records)

3.

Executive Director for state general CTE educators’ organization (Dues remitter
and keeper of membership/financial records)

Given the vastly different nature of how each state’s government bureaucracy and organizations
were structured, occupational titles varied. To account for this, the general roles of individuals
contacted were included for clarity. In some cases, contacts directed the researcher to more
knowledgeable persons or contacted more knowledgeable entities on the investigator’s behalf
and relayed their findings back to the researcher. The methods used to identify each of these
individuals have been outlined below.
Contact Procedures
Initial contact occurred after the preliminary values for Total K-12 CTE Funding were
collected from various government sources. Contact was made with the State Agricultural
Education Program Supervisor before contacting the state professional associations. Initial
contact was made through either email or phone, depending on available contact information, but
interviews were primarily conducted by phone to ensure understanding and allowed both parties
to ask clarifying questions. Interviews were conducted using a questioning instrument unique to
each position (See Tables 3-5 for specific instrument questions); however, in the event an
alternative contact had to be used, questions from multiple questioning instruments may have
been asked. In the event of a position vacancy or non-response, the investigator attempted to
contact a direct superior or knowledgeable equivalent to the vacant or non-responsive position.
Prior to meeting with the State Agricultural Education Program Supervisor, the documents from
which the Total K-12 CTE Funding values were derived were sent to the individual along with a
list of clarifying questions that would be discussed, in addition to those found on the questioning
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instrument located in Table 3. In the event follow-up questions had to be asked at a later date,
the contact’s preferred form of communication, be it email, phone, or text messaging, was used.
State Leader Identification
Due to the variability that existed between different states in terms of bureaucratic
structure and the CTE professional organization landscape, it was impossible to outline specific
steps used for identifying state leaders. The following sub-sections attempt to outline the basic
procedures which were used to identify these individuals.
State Agricultural Education Program Supervisor
1.

Checked for listing on CTE page of state’s department of the education website or
through the site directory.

2.

Checked for listing on state’s FFA Association website, possibly listed under
“Staff” or “Board of Directors”.

3.

Determined if Mississippi agricultural education staff (at Mississippi Department
of Education or Mississippi State University) could identify the individual using
their professional network connections.

4.

Contacted the state’s agriculture teacher educators at the state’s land-grant
institution(s) for assistance in identifying the individual.

Secretary and/or Treasurer for State Agricultural Educators’ Organization
1.

Checked for current officer listings/contact information on the given state’s
agricultural educators’ organization website or organization page of the state FFA
website.

2.

Used contact information from the 2020-2021 NAAE State Agricultural
Education Association Officers Directory, located on the NAAE (2022b) website.

3.

Contacted State Agricultural Education Program Supervisor, state FFA Advisor,
and/or state FFA Executive Secretary for assistance in identifying the individual.

Executive Director for State CTE Teachers’ Organization
1.

Checked for current officer listings/contact information on the given state’s CTE
teachers’ organization website.
45

2.

Used the 2022 State Leadership Directory, available on the ACTE (2022d)
website.

3.

Contacted the ACTE membership office to obtain contact information for the
state Executive Director or equivalent board member.

Table 3
Questioning Instrument for State Agricultural Education Program Supervisor
Question

Variable

Can you describe the type of dues or membership agreement that exists
Dues
between the CTE organizations in your state? For example, in Mississippi if
Agreement
an Ag teacher wishes to join our state agricultural educators’ organization, they Type
must join:
1) state agriculture educators’ organization
2) NAAE
3) state general CTE educators’ organization
4) ACTE
How many Agricultural Education teachers were in your state during the 20172018 academic year?

Total Ag Ed
Teachers

How many organizations actively lobbied for Career and Technical Education
in your state during the 2017 legislative cycle?

Number of
CTE
Lobbying
Entities

“Actively lobby” means a coordinated effort to inform the members of the
state legislature about CTE at least once a year [i.e., a legislative meal,
legislative action day with students, hiring of professional lobbyist(s), etc.]
“Lobbying for CTE” could include seeking funding for extended contracts, a
CTSO camp facility, travel reimbursement for teachers, etc.
If response is given to previous question:
Can you identify the organizations that are actively lobbying for Career and
Technical Education in your state?
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CTE
Lobbying
Organization

Table 3 (Continued)
Question

Variable

I have found the following state appropriations and/or expenses for Career and
Technical Education in your state’s budget expenditures data.

Total K-12
CTE
Funding

Appropriation 1 Description…………………..Amount
Appropriation 2 Description…………………..Amount
Appropriation 3 Description…………………..Amount
Etc.
Do you know of any additional state-level appropriations that I have missed?
For example, extended contracts, CTE teacher travel, CTSO facility funding,
CTSO operating expenses, etc.
According to data from the Association for Career and Technical Education
(ACTE), your federal Perkins grant for FY2018 was__________________.
Is that correct?

FY2018
Perkins
Grant

How many Career and Technical Education teachers, of all pathways, were in
your state for the 2017-2018 academic year?

Total CTE
Teachers

Note. All questions were sent to the contact prior to the interview along with the financial
documents which were to be discussed. The above questions were used for each state, but
unique questions were also asked depending on the clarity of the given state’s budget data.
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Table 4
Questioning Instrument for Secretary and/or Treasurer of State Ag. Ed. Organization
Question

Variable

How many active (teacher) members did your organization have for the
2017-2018 academic year?

Ag Teacher Org
Membership

Does your organization actively lobby for Career and Technical
Education in your state?

Ag Teacher
Lobby

“Actively lobby” means a coordinated effort to inform the members of the
state legislature about CTE at least once a year [i.e., a legislative meal,
legislative action day with students, hiring of professional lobbyist(s),
etc.]
“Lobby for CTE” could include seeking funding for extended contracts, a
CTSO camp facility, travel reimbursement for teachers, etc.
If an affirmative response is given to the previous question:
How much did your organization spend on lobbying efforts in the 2017
legislative session (or in a normal, pre-COVID year)?
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Ag Educators’
Lobbying
Expense

Table 5
Questioning Instrument for Executive Director of State CTE Organization
Question

Variable

How many active (teacher) members did your organization have for the
2017-2018 academic year?

CTE Org.
Membership

Does your organization actively lobby for Career and Technical
Education in your state?

CTE Org Lobby

“Actively lobby” means a coordinated effort to inform the members of the
state legislature about CTE at least once a year [i.e., a legislative meal,
legislative action day with students, hiring of professional lobbyist(s),
etc.]
“Lobby for CTE” could include seeking funding for extended contracts, a
CTSO camp facility, travel reimbursement for teachers, etc.

If an affirmative response is given to the previous question:
How much did your organization spend on lobbying efforts in the 2017
legislative session (or in a normal, pre-COVID year)?

CTE Org.
Lobbying
Expense

Data Collection Procedures
Due to the highly specific nature of the topic, data were collected through a combination
of personal contacts with individuals in key state government and state organizational positions
and through the auditing of state and federal government financial documents. The extremely
variable nature of data sources meant that specific collection and recording protocols would need
to be outlined for each variable and included in the study. The following were the general
methods used to find the required data, but some variables which required values to be
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constructed or a circumstance necessitated the use of an alternate resource are highlighted in
greater detail.
Fiscal Year
Following Jacoby and Schneider (2001), the financial data for this study was taken from
one point in time, meaning the same fiscal year. This technique was useful as it helped control
for effects of the larger national and world economic system upon the various states. Finding a
fiscal year unimpacted by the COVID-19 pandemic economic turmoil was paramount. As such,
FY2018 was determined to be the most acceptable year based upon the available financial data.
The fiscal year of study was selected using the following procedures:
1.

The budget website for each state was identified,

2.

A list of fiscal years with complete information was created for each state, and

3.

The qualifying fiscal years for each state were compared to identify the most
recent fiscal year that was not be impacted by the effects of COVID-19

Understanding the difference between fiscal year and calendar year was necessary to
ensure collection of data from the proper point in time. In general, a state’s yearly fiscal budget
is passed in the calendar year before the fiscal year begins, meaning the budget for FY2018 was
passed in the 2017 state legislative session. This legislative session would partially overlap with
the 2017-2018 academic year.
Dues Agreement Type & Coding
Dues Agreement Type for each state in the sample (N = 13) was determined through
contacting the State Agricultural Education Program Supervisor and the use of the questioning
instrument outlined in Table 3. The coding key for this variable is located below in Table 6.
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Table 6
Dues Agreement Type Data Coding
Dues Agreement Type

Description

Code

Non-Unified

State CTE not unified with ACTE
State Ag Ed not unified with NAAE
State Ag Ed not unified with state CTE

0

Fully Unified

State CTE unified with ACTE
State Ag Ed unified with NAAE
State Ag Ed unified with state CTE

1

Basic Unified (NAAE)

State CTE not unified with ACTE
State Ag Ed unified with NAAE
State Ag Ed not unified with state CTE

2

Basic Unified (ACTE)

State CTE unified with ACTE
State Ag Ed not unified with NAAE
State Ag Ed not unified with state CTE

3

Basic Unified (Both)

State CTE unified with ACTE
State Ag Ed unified with NAAE
State Ag Ed not unified with state CTE

4

State/Basic Unified (NAAE)

State CTE not unified with ACTE
State Ag Ed unified with NAAE
State Ag Ed unified with state CTE

5

State/Basic Unified (ACTE)

State CTE unified with ACTE
State Ag Ed not unified with NAAE
State Ag Ed unified with state CTE

6

State Unified

State CTE not unified with ACTE
State Ag Ed not unified with NAAE
State Ag Ed unified with state CTE

7
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Total K-12 Education Expenditures
Consistent with Tandberg (2010), the FY2018 Elementary and Secondary Education
Expenditures values, reported by the National Association of State Budget Officers (2021), were
used to represent the Total K-12 Education Expenditures variable. The decision was made to use
the totals that included federal funds. The rationale underpinning this decision was two-fold.
First, because the individual states are given the ability to specify the percentages of the annual
Perkins grant that will be applied to secondary and postsecondary CTE, stronger agriculture
teacher and secondary CTE teacher organizations could theoretically impact this decision,
thereby increasing the funds directed to secondary CTE. Secondly, the researcher deemed it
easier to add the estimated secondary Perkins grant funds to the state budgets which did not
account for them, than subtract all federal funds from state budgets which included them. As
such, the federal Perkins grant funds were treated as state expenditures for the purposes of this
study.
The decision was made to focus on secondary CTE funding due to the fact the vast
majority of agricultural education teacher organization membership was made up of secondary
teachers, as such the extent of their efforts should have primarily focused on lobbying for
secondary CTE funding.
Total State Expenditures
Once again consistent with Tandberg (2010), the Total State Expenditures—Capital
Inclusive values, reported by the National Association of State Budget Officers (2021), were
used to represent the Total State Expenditures variable. Due to the inclusion of federal funds in
the previous variable, Total K-12 Education Expenditures, the totals including federal funds were
used for Total State Expenditures.
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Federal Perkins State Grant Amount
The Perkins IV state grant values for FY2018 were published by the United States
Department of Education in a program memorandum by Miller (2018). These values were used
for the variable FY2018 Perkins.
Average Teacher Salary
Average teacher salary values for each state were collected from the National Center for
Education Statistics (2017). The 2017 values were used in some instances to calculate an
estimated value for CTE salaries in an effort to standardize the Total K-12 CTE Funding
variable. The variable was abbreviated as SalaryAvg.
Secondary CTE Enrollment
2017-2018 values were collected for all states in the population (N = 13) using the
Perkins Collaborative Resource Network (2021a). This value was used to calculate additional K12 CTE funding values for some states. The variable was abbreviated as EnrollmentSecondary.
Total K-12 CTE Funding
Total K-12 CTE Funding was a measure of all funding a state legislature directed to
Secondary CTE. This value included the portion of the federal Perkins grant designated for
secondary programs because the state is given the authority to establish how the grant funds will
be split. Local Education Authority (LEA) funds were not included in the value. The method,
frequency, and detail in which states published their budget data for public review varied from
one state to the next. The researcher examined government documents for each state including
but not limited to appropriations bills, annual fiscal year audit reports, governors’ budgets, state
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department of education budget requests/grants, etc. Furthermore, items funded under CTE as
opposed to the general education category varied significantly from state to state.
Once the researcher compiled an initial value for the state, the State Agricultural
Education Program Supervisor was contacted to request a meeting. Prior to the meeting, the
documents, with page and line-item notations, from which the initial value was derived were
forwarded to the contact with a list of clarification questions unique to each state. The contact
was also sent the general questions from the instrument outlined in Table 3 ahead of the
interview to allow them to prepare the information. The initial value was increased or decreased
at the direction of the State Agricultural Education Program Supervisor. Every effort was made
to ensure the Total K-12 CTE Funding value accounted for the state government’s portion of the
following expenses:
•

program support

•

operations and maintenance

•

equipment funds

•

CTSO funding (including staff, camp facilities, etc.)

•

salaries (including extended contracts)

•

CTE grant opportunities

•

Additional appropriations (i.e., In Louisiana, agricultural education programs
receive $50/student enrolled in the program for consumables)

•

Perkins funds designated by the state for secondary programs

In the event a state did not fund one of the above expenses in its CTE budget, but did fund the
expense through another means, the item in question was included in the value. For example,
some states included special funding for FFA activities through the budget of their state
department of agriculture appropriations, or the state portion of CTE teacher salaries may have
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been funded under the general education appropriations, rather than in the CTE budget. Due to
the variability of each state’s reporting practices and the documents used, the exact sources and
estimation methods are outlined by state.
Alabama
The initial values were obtained from S.B. 129 (2017). Alabama did not include CTE
salaries in their CTE appropriations (J. Dyess, personal communication, September 2022). The
state used a formula to determine how many teacher positions it would fund in each district. Any
additional teacher positions within a given district were funded using LEA funds. Using
expenditure audit data from the Alabama State Department of Education (2018) it was
determined that the state government was responsible for approximately 87.24% of educator
salary expenses. Using the following formula, an approximate value for CTE salaries was added
to the initial values.
𝑆𝑎𝑙𝑎𝑟𝑦𝐴𝑙𝑎𝑏𝑎𝑚𝑎 = (𝑆𝑎𝑙𝑎𝑟𝑦𝐴𝑣𝑔 × 87.24%) × 𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝐶𝑇𝐸 𝑇𝑒𝑎𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑠

(1)

Arkansas
The initial value was obtained from the Arkansas Department of Finance and
Administration (2018). During the interview process, it was determined that the secondary
Perkins funding and CTE teacher contracts were not included (G. Eichelberger, personal
communication, August 2022). Eichelberger (personal communication, August 2022) also
informed the researcher that Arkansas provided $5.50/student enrolled in secondary CTE.
The Perkins IV state plan for Arkansas was no longer available, so the percentages of
Perkins V, as reported by the Perkins Collaborative Resources Network (2021b), were used to
calculate an estimate—see formula below.
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𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑘𝑖𝑛𝑠𝐴𝑟𝑘𝑎𝑛𝑠𝑎𝑠 = [(𝐹𝑌2018 𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑘𝑖𝑛𝑠 × 85%) × 85%] × 75%

(2)

According to the Arkansas Bureau of Legislative Research (2019), the state and federal
government accounted for 60% of Arkansas’ public-school funding. Using the following
formula, an estimated value for CTE salaries was added.
𝑆𝑎𝑙𝑎𝑟𝑦𝐴𝑟𝑘𝑎𝑛𝑠𝑎𝑠 = (𝑆𝑎𝑙𝑎𝑟𝑦𝐴𝑣𝑔 × 𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝐶𝑇𝐸 𝑇𝑒𝑎𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑠) × 60%

(3)

The following equation was used to determine additional CTE funding for Arkansas’
$5.50/secondary CTE student provision.
𝑆𝑡𝑢𝑑𝑒𝑛𝑡 𝐵𝑎𝑠𝑒𝑑 𝐹𝑢𝑛𝑑𝑖𝑛𝑔𝐴𝑟𝑘𝑎𝑛𝑠𝑎𝑠 = $5.50 × 𝐸𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑙𝑙𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑆𝑒𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑑𝑎𝑟𝑦

(4)

Florida
The value was obtained from the Florida Department of Education (2019). The
document provided percentages of the total value by state, federal, and local funding amounts.
The value was recorded with local funds removed. The value was discussed with Kaitlin Vickers
(personal communication, August 2022).
Georgia
The initial value was obtained from the Georgia Department of Education (2017). The
allotment report did not include federal funds (B. Hughes, personal communication, September
2022). The Perkins IV state plan for Georgia was no longer available, so an estimation of the
secondary Perkins grant value was calculated using the Perkins V funding percentages for
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Georgia obtained by the Perkins Collaborative Resources Network (2021c). The following
formula was used:
𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑘𝑖𝑛𝑠𝐺𝑒𝑜𝑟𝑔𝑖𝑎 = [(𝐹𝑌2018 𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑘𝑖𝑛𝑠 × 86%) × 94%] × 48%

(5)

Kentucky
The initial value was obtained from Kentucky’s Office of State Budget Director (2018).
The enacted values for FY2018 were used. Kentucky did not separate the salaries of its CTE
teachers from its general education teachers’ salary appropriation (B. Davis, personal
communication, August 2022). An estimate was used to approximate the value of CTE salaries.
According to data obtained from the Kentucky Department of Education (2022), the state’s
portion of education expenses was approximately 67%. The following formula was used to
approximate the value of CTE salaries:
𝑆𝑎𝑙𝑎𝑟𝑦𝐾𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑢𝑐𝑘𝑦 = (𝑆𝑎𝑙𝑎𝑟𝑦𝐴𝑣𝑔 × 𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝐶𝑇𝐸 𝑇𝑒𝑎𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑠) × 67%

(6)

Louisiana
The initial value was obtained from the Louisiana Department of Education (2020).
During the interview process, $9,490,062.00 was added at the direction of Dr. Eric Smith
(personal communication, August 2022), for the “Career Development Allocation.”
Additionally, Bulletin 741 Chapter 31 § 3507F of the Louisiana statutes required the LEA to
provide $50/student enrolled in an agricultural education class for consumables (E. Smith,
personal communication, August 2022). Due to this being a state mandated funding source, it
was included in the total.
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Mississippi
The value was obtained from the Mississippi Legislative Budget Office (2017). The
document was broken down by state appropriations and federal funds. The total value for
FY2018 as passed was recorded. The value was confirmed by Jill Wagner (personal
communication, September 2022).
North Carolina
The initial value was obtained from the North Carolina Office of State Budget and
Management (2017). During the confirmation interview with Josh Bledsoe (personal
communication, September 2022) $740,000 was added for FFA center and additional
agricultural education funding, and the value was determined not to contain the secondary
Perkins grant amount. According to Bledsoe, North Carolina did not change its Perkins
distribution percentages from Perkins IV to Perkins V, so the secondary allotment was calculated
using the percentages available through the Perkins Collaborative Resources Network (2021d).
The following formula was used:
𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑘𝑖𝑛𝑠𝑁𝑜𝑟𝑡ℎ 𝐶𝑎𝑟𝑜𝑙𝑖𝑛𝑎 = [(𝐹𝑌2018 𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑘𝑖𝑛𝑠 × 85%) × 97%] × 66%

(7)

Oklahoma
The value was recorded from the Oklahoma State Department of Education (2022). The
initial value was confirmed to include all state and federal funding (S. Nemecek, personal
communication, September 2022).
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South Carolina
The initial value was compiled from No. 97 of South Carolina General and Permanent
Laws (2017) and the Perkins IV State Plan Budget from the South Carolina Department of
Education (2018). During the interview confirmation $50,000 was added for FFA camp
maintenance (F. Saldana, personal communication, September 2022).
Tennessee
Initial values were obtained from Tennessee Public Chapter No. 460 (2017). During the
interview confirmation, funding was added for FFA car tag sales and FFA camp maintenance (S.
Gass, personal communication, September 2022). The initial values were determined not to
contain salaries. Tennessee adopted a base state salary scale for educators that was funded by
the state, and LEAs were required to adopt a salary scale that met or exceeded the state scale (S.
Gass, personal communication, September 2022). Using the 2017-2018 entry-level state salary
amount for a BS degree, $32,489 (Tennessee Department of Education, 2022), a conservative
salary estimate was calculated using the formula below:
𝑆𝑎𝑙𝑎𝑟𝑦𝑇𝑒𝑛𝑛𝑒𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑒 = $32,489 × 𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝐶𝑇𝐸 𝑇𝑒𝑎𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑠

(8)

Texas
The initial value was obtained from the Texas Education Agency (2018). According to
the same source, local funding amounted to 43.58% of educational expenses. The value was
recorded with this percentage removed, leaving only state and federal funding. During the
interview process, the value was determined not to contain salaries (L. Hudson, personal
communication, September 2022). The following formula was used to approximate the state
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portion of CTE salaries; state spending made up 51.02% of education expenditures (Texas
Education Agency, 2018).
𝑆𝑎𝑙𝑎𝑟𝑦𝑇𝑒𝑥𝑎𝑠 = (𝑆𝑎𝑙𝑎𝑟𝑦𝐴𝑣𝑔 × 𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝐶𝑇𝐸 𝑇𝑒𝑎𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑠) × 51.02%

(9)

Virginia
The values were obtained from 2018 Special Session I Virginia Acts of AssemblyChapter 1 (2018). The values were discussed with LaVeta Nutter, and no changes were
necessary (personal communication, September 2022).
State CTE Funding Ratio (Percentage of Total State Expenditures)
This variable was calculated for each state using the Total K-12 CTE Funding and Total
State Expenditures values. The variable was represented as CTE%Total. The following formula
was used:
𝐶𝑇𝐸%𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 = [

𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝐾 − 12 𝐶𝑇𝐸 𝐹𝑢𝑛𝑑𝑖𝑛𝑔
] × 100
𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑆𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒 𝐸𝑥𝑝𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑖𝑡𝑢𝑟𝑒𝑠

(10)

State CTE Funding Ratio (Percentage of Total State K-12 Education Expenditures)
This variable was calculated for each state using the Total K-12 CTE Funding variable
value and the Total K-12 Education Expenditures variable value. The following formula was
used:
𝐶𝑇𝐸%𝐸𝑑𝑢𝑐𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 = [

𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝐾 − 12 𝐶𝑇𝐸 𝐹𝑢𝑛𝑑𝑖𝑛𝑔
] × 100
𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝐾 − 12 𝐸𝑑𝑢𝑐𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝐸𝑥𝑝𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑖𝑡𝑢𝑟𝑒𝑠
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(11)

Agricultural Educators’ Organization Membership
This value was collected by contacting the treasurer and/or secretary of the state
agricultural educators’ professional organization. This individual was interviewed using the
questioning instrument found in Table 4. In the event the contact did not have access to this
information, the values were obtained from Ashley Hood (personal communication, September
2022), the membership services coordinator for NAAE. The values obtained for membership
were from the 2017-2018 membership year.
CTE Teachers’ Organization Membership
This was collected by contacting the executive director of the state CTE teachers’
professional organization. This individual was interviewed using the questioning instrument
found in Table 5. In any instance where the contact could not supply this information, it was
obtained from Kelli Diemer (personal communication, September 2022), the director of
membership for ACTE. The values obtained for membership were from the 2017-2018
membership year.
Total CTE Teachers
This variable was used to calculate the membership percentage of the state CTE teachers’
organization (Mem%CTE) and the state professional organization membership (Mem%State). The
researcher attempted to collect this value by contacting the state Agricultural Education Program
Supervisor, but only three states—Alabama, Georgia, and Oklahoma—were able to provide this
information. As such, the remaining data were collected from the Division of Occupational
Employment Statistics (2021a & 2021c) of the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. The data for
Standard Occupational Classification (SOC) codes 25-2032 (Career/Technical Education
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Teachers, Secondary School) and 25-2023 (Career/Technical Education Teachers, Middle
School) were recorded as a combined value for each state. All values from the Bureau of Labor
Statistics were generated from 2018 data. The Bureau of Labor Statistics values for Kentucky
were blatantly erroneous, so a 2015 value from the Kentucky Association for Career and
Technical Education (2015) was used as a substitute.
Total Agricultural Educators
These data were collected by contacting the State Agricultural Education Program
Supervisor for each state. That individual was interviewed using the questioning instrument in
Table 3. This value was used to calculate the membership percentage of the state agricultural
educators’ organization (Mem%Ag) and the state professional organization membership rate
(Mem%State).
Most of the individuals contacted were able to provide the requested information for the
year in question, but there were some exceptions which necessitated an alternate method of data
collection. The values for Mississippi and Texas were obtained from the NAAE (2022e) state
agricultural education profiles. The 2018 value for South Carolina was obtained from the South
Carolina FFA Association (2021) annual report. The value provided by North Carolina is from
the year 2019 (J. Bledsoe, personal communication, September 2022).
Agricultural Educators’ Organization Membership Percentage
This variable was abbreviated as Mem%Ag. A value for each state was calculated using
the Total Agricultural Educators variable and the Agricultural Educators’ Organization
Membership value using the following equation:
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𝐴𝑔𝑟𝑖𝑐𝑢𝑙𝑡𝑢𝑟𝑎𝑙 𝐸𝑑𝑢𝑐𝑎𝑡𝑜𝑟𝑠 ′ 𝑂𝑟𝑔𝑎𝑛𝑖𝑧𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑀𝑒𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟𝑠ℎ𝑖𝑝
𝑀𝑒𝑚%𝐴𝑔 = [
] × 100
𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝐴𝑔𝑟𝑖𝑐𝑢𝑙𝑡𝑢𝑟𝑎𝑙 𝐸𝑑𝑢𝑐𝑎𝑡𝑜𝑟𝑠

(12)

CTE Teachers’ Organization Membership Percentage
This value was calculated using the state CTE Teachers’ Organization Membership and
Total CTE Teachers values. The dues agreement active within a given state determined if
agricultural educators were considered eligible for membership within the state’s CTE teachers’
organization. Values for states that had a Dues Agreement Type code of 1—Fully Unified; 5—
State/Basic Unified (NAAE); 6—State/Basic Unified (ACTE); or 7—State Unified, were
calculated using Equation 13. While the other dues agreement types do not forbid agricultural
educators from joining the organizations, for the purposes of this study, it was assumed they
would not join. Values for states that had a Dues Agreement Type code different from those just
listed were calculated using Equation 14.
𝑀𝑒𝑚%𝐶𝑇𝐸

𝐶𝑇𝐸 𝑇𝑒𝑎𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑠 ′ 𝑂𝑟𝑔𝑎𝑛𝑖𝑧𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑀𝑒𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟𝑠ℎ𝑖𝑝
=[
] × 100
𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝐶𝑇𝐸 𝑇𝑒𝑎𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑠

𝐶𝑇𝐸 𝑇𝑒𝑎𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑠 ′ 𝑂𝑟𝑔𝑎𝑛𝑖𝑧𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑀𝑒𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟𝑠ℎ𝑖𝑝
𝑀𝑒𝑚%𝐶𝑇𝐸 = [
] × 100
(𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝐶𝑇𝐸 𝑇𝑒𝑎𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑠 − 𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝐴𝑔𝑟𝑖𝑐𝑢𝑙𝑡𝑢𝑟𝑎𝑙 𝐸𝑑𝑢𝑐𝑎𝑡𝑜𝑟𝑠)

(13)

(14)

State Professional Organization Membership Percentage
This variable was abbreviated as Mem%State. This value was calculated differently
depending on the individual state’s reported Dues Agreement Type. For states that had a Dues
Agreement Type code of 1—Fully Unified; 5—State/Basic Unified (NAAE); 6—State/Basic
Unified (ACTE); or 7—State Unified, the value for Mem%State was equal to the value for
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Mem%CTE, which was calculated using Equation 13. States with any of the other Dues
Agreement Type codes, used equation 15:
(𝐶𝑇𝐸 𝑇𝑒𝑎𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑠 ′ 𝑂𝑟𝑔. 𝑀𝑒𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟𝑠ℎ𝑖𝑝 + 𝐴𝑔. 𝐸𝑑𝑢𝑐. 𝑂𝑟𝑔. 𝑀𝑒𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟𝑠ℎ𝑖𝑝)
𝑀𝑒𝑚%𝑆𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒 = [
] × 100
𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝐶𝑇𝐸 𝑇𝑒𝑎𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑠

(15)

The equation above was modified slightly to accommodate the unique situation of Texas.
Texas had multiple active CTE teacher organizations. To account for this, all CTE professional
organizations’ membership numbers were added together, rather than just the CTE Teachers’
Organization Membership and Agricultural Educators’ Organization Membership.
Number of CTE Lobbying Entities
This value was collected by contacting the State Agricultural Education Program
Supervisor. That individual was interviewed using the questioning instrument in Table 3. The
information was also verified through interviews with the treasurer and/or secretary of the state
agricultural educators’ organization and the executive director of the state CTE teachers’
organization. These individuals were interviewed using the respective questioning instruments
in Tables 4 and 5. The lobbying entities named were recorded as a combined numerical value
for each state.
CTE Lobbying Entity Type
This information was collected by contacting the State Agricultural Education Program
Supervisor. That individual was interviewed using the questioning instrument in Table 3. It was
also verified through interviews with the treasurer and/or secretary of the state agricultural
educators’ organization and executive director of the state CTE teachers’ organization. These
individuals were interviewed using the respective questioning instruments in Tables 4 and 5.
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Contact with three state ACTE executive directors could not be achieved during the data
collection process—South Carolina, Tennessee, and Louisiana. In these cases, the state
Agricultural Education Program Supervisor’s assessment of the state ACTE’s lobbying activities
was used to determine if the organization was actively lobbying. Multiple leaders in interest
group research have concluded that active interests within a policy area were aware of other
active interest groups and could readily identify their allies and competitors (Browne, 1990;
Heinz et al., 1993; Gray & Lowery, 1996).
If an organization was reported as actively lobbying for CTE within a given state, it was
coded as a “1” for “Yes,” but if the organization was not reported as actively lobbying, it was
coded “0” for “No.” Upon completion of the interview process, the researcher compared each
state’s list of CTE lobbying organizations, and the following organizations and/or conditions
were coded as dichotomous variables based upon frequency:
•

Agricultural Educators’ Organization

•

CTE Teachers’ Organization

•

State FFA Association

•

Two or more CTSOs Lobby (including FFA)

•

Farm Bureau (or ALFA in Alabama)

•

Other Organizations

Total State Legislators
This variable was collected from the National Conference of State Legislatures (2017).
This value was used to calculate the Total Registered Interests value for certain states.
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Total Registered Interests
These data were collected from various sources depending upon the state. The source
and methods used to determine this value are outlined by state.
Alabama
These data were obtained from the Alabama Ethics Commission (2022). Data from the
2017 legislative cycle was unavailable. The data were for the 2022 legislative cycle.
Arkansas
The state of Arkansas reported lobbyists and their principals—clients—alphabetically by
lobbyist in a PDF format. This method made it impossible for the researcher to accurately count
non-duplicated principals. Due to this, an alternative method had to be used.
Qiu et al. (2016) conducted an analysis of data provided by the National Conference of
State Legislatures (NCSL) and determined that from 2010 to 2014, lobbyist principals
outnumbered members of Arkansas’ legislature four to one. Equation 16 was used:
𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑅𝑒𝑔𝑖𝑠𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑒𝑑 𝐼𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑠𝐴𝑟𝑘𝑎𝑛𝑠𝑎𝑠 = 𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑆𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒 𝐿𝑒𝑔𝑖𝑠𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑜𝑟𝑠 × 4

(16)

Florida
This value was obtained from the Florida Lobbyist Registration Office (2018). The
individual principal registrations were counted by the researcher, and obvious duplicates were
eliminated.
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Georgia
The value was obtained from the Georgia Government Transparency and Campaign
Finance Commission (2017). The individual principal registrations were counted by the
researcher, and obvious duplicates were eliminated.
Kentucky
The value was obtained from the Kentucky Legislative Ethics Commission (2018)
Annual Report.
Louisiana
The state of Louisiana did not report Lobbyist principals with the detail they reported
registered lobbyists. Their system showed if a company had ever registered as a lobbyist
principal, but the records were not sortable by year. Due to this, an alternative estimate was
used.
Qiu et al. (2016) conducted an analysis of data provided by the NCSL and determined
that from 2010 to 2014, there were 10 principals for every member of Louisiana’s state
legislature. Equation 17 was used:
𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑅𝑒𝑔𝑖𝑠𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑒𝑑 𝐼𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑠𝐿𝑜𝑢𝑖𝑠𝑖𝑎𝑛𝑎 = 𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑆𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒 𝐿𝑒𝑔𝑖𝑠𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑜𝑟𝑠 × 10

(17)

Mississippi
This value was obtained from the Mississippi Secretary of State (2017). The individual
principal registrations were counted by the researcher, and obvious duplicates were eliminated.
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North Carolina
This value was obtained from the North Carolina Secretary of State (2017). The
individual principal registrations were counted by the researcher, and obvious duplicates were
eliminated.
Oklahoma
This value was obtained from the Oklahoma Ethics Commission (2017).
South Carolina
This value was obtained from the South Carolina State Ethics Commission (2017). The
individual principal registrations were counted by the researcher, and obvious duplicates were
eliminated.
Tennessee
This value was obtained from the Tennessee Bureau of Ethics and Campaign Finance
(2017). The individual principal registrations were counted by the researcher, and obvious
duplicates were eliminated.
Texas
This value was obtained from the Texas Ethics Commission (2017). The individual
principal registrations were counted by the researcher, and obvious duplicates were eliminated.
Virginia
The state of Virginia did not report lobbyist principal registration openly to the public.
As such, an alternative measure had to be used.
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Qiu et al. (2016) conducted an analysis of data provided by the NCSL and determined
that from 2010 to 2014, there were seven principals for every member of Virginia’s state
legislature. Equation 18 was used:
𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑅𝑒𝑔𝑖𝑠𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑒𝑑 𝐼𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑠𝑉𝑖𝑟𝑔𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑎 = 𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑆𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒 𝐿𝑒𝑔𝑖𝑠𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑜𝑟𝑠 × 7

(18)

Interest Group Density
This variable was used to measure how competitive the political ecosystem was within a
given state with regard to the number of active interests vying for resources from the legislature.
Multiple studies have concluded that as the registered lobbying entities in a state increased, the
power of each individual lobbying entity decreased (Tandberg, 2010; See also Gray & Lowery,
1996; Jacoby & Schneider, 2001). Consistent with Gray and Lowery and Tandberg, this variable
was calculated using the following formula:
𝐼𝐺𝐷𝑒𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑡𝑦 = 𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑅𝑒𝑔𝑖𝑠𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑒𝑑 𝐼𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑠 − 𝐶𝑇𝐸 𝐿𝑜𝑏𝑏𝑦𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝐸𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑒𝑠

(19)

Agricultural Educators’ Lobbying Expense
This value was collected by contacting the treasurer and/or secretary of the state
agricultural educator teachers’ organization. That individual was interviewed using the
questioning instrument in Table 4. Lobbying expenses could represent payments to a
professional lobbyist, the expenses of a legislative meal, printing services for legislative agendas,
travel for officers of the organization to lobby the legislature, etc. The variable was abbreviated
as LEAg.
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CTE Organization Lobbying Expense
This value was collected by contacting the executive director of the state CTE teachers’
organization. That individual was interviewed using the questioning instrument in Table 5.
Lobbying expenses could represent payments to a professional lobbyist, the expenses of a
legislative meal, printing services for legislative agendas, travel for officers of the organization
to lobby the legislature, etc. The variable was abbreviated as LECTE.
Total CTE Lobbying Expenditures
This value was calculated as a combined total using the amounts obtained from the
treasurer and/or secretary of the state agricultural educators’ organization and the executive
director of the state CTE teachers’ organization. Those individuals were interviewed using the
respective questioning instruments found in Tables 4 and 5. The variable was abbreviated as
LETotal. The following equation was used to calculate this variable:
𝐿𝐸𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 = 𝐿𝐸𝐴𝑔 + 𝐿𝐸𝐶𝑇𝐸

(20)

Data Analysis
The data were compiled using a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet. Before being ported over
to a statistical program for analysis, the researcher converted all interview responses into the
corresponding codes described previously. No values were found to be missing. Analysis of the
data set was conducted using the IBM Statistical Package for the Social Sciences, v28 or SPSS.
Using SPSS, standard descriptive characteristics were calculated for all appropriate variables.
Objectives three and seven were accomplished using eta correlation coefficients, after
Shapiro-Wilk tests for normality indicated that some of the data were not normally distributed.
This statistical analysis was chosen due to the continuous nature of the dependent variables—
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CTE%Total, CTE%Education, and Number of CTE Lobbying Organizations—and the nominal nature
of the independent variable—Dues Agreement Type. The researcher reconsidered the planned
use of ANOVA in light of the Shapiro-Wilk results. The conventions of Jones (2019, p. 5) were
used to interpret the eta value:
No association between the variables = 0.00
No or negligible association between the variables = 0.01 – 0.19
Weak association between the variables = 0.2 – 0.39
Medium association between the variables = 0.4 – 0.69
Strong association between the variables = 0.70 – 1.0

Objectives five and eight were accomplished using Spearman rank order correlation due
to the continuous nature of the variables—Mem%State and LETotal—and the continuous nature of
the variables—CTE%Education and CTE%Total. This statistical analysis method was chosen after
Shapiro-Wilk tests for normality indicated that some data were not normally distributed, making
the planned use of Pearson product-moment correlation ill-advised. The conventions used to
interpret the value of rs were as follows (Hinkle, Wiersma, & Jurs, 1998, as cited in Rovai et al.,
2014, p. 375):
Little if any relationship < .30
Low relationship = .30 to < .50
Moderate relationship = .50 to < .70
High relationship = .70 to < .90
Very high relationship = .90 and above
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Non-parametric partial correlation analyses were also conducted to control for IGDensity.
The remaining objectives were met through the data collection process and the generation of
standard descriptive statistics from the relevant variables.
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CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS
The purpose of this study was to determine the potential impact of CTE professional
organization relationships—dues agreements—on state-level secondary CTE funding. Data were
collected from the southeastern region of the United States (N = 13) and were analyzed using a
statistical software. This study had eight specific objectives:
1.

Describe the nature of the dues agreement(s), if any, in place between the state
agricultural teachers’ association, NAAE, the state CTE organization, and ACTE
for each state in the sample population.

2.

Calculate the state-level CTE funding ratios for the states within the sample
population measured against total K-12 education expenditures and total state
expenditures.

3.

Describe the potential impact of state professional organization relationships—
dues agreements—on state CTE funding levels as a proportion of total K-12
education expenditures and total state expenditures.

4.

Describe the membership levels of the professional organizations at the state level
as a percentage of total membership to potential membership.

5.

Describe the relationship between professional organization membership
percentage and state-level CTE funding as a proportion of total K-12 education
expenditures and total state expenditures.

6.

Identify the number and type of organizations actively engaged in lobbying
activities supporting CTE within a given state.

7.

Describe the relationship between the number of organizations actively lobbying
the state legislature on behalf of CTE and the nature of the dues agreement in
place for a given state.

8.

Describe the relationship between the amount of funds earmarked for lobbying in
support of CTE and state-level CTE funding levels.
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Objective One
Objective one focused on determining the type of dues agreements that were in place
within the various states of the population during the 2017-2018 membership year. Table 7
shows the frequency with which the states in the population (N = 13) identified the dues
agreement in place between their respective organizations. The results show a bimodal
distribution with five states each that reported to be either Fully Unified or Basic Unified (Both).
Of the remaining states, one warrants additional explanation. The state of Texas was reported as
Basic Unified (ACTE); however due to its sheer size, it actually had five active state CTE
teachers’ organizations. Of these organizations, two—the Career and Technical Association of
Texas (CTAT) and the Texas Industrial Vocational Association (TIVA)—were affiliated with
ACTE. The agricultural education, health science, and family and consumer science teachers’
organizations were unaffiliated at a state or national level.
Table 7
Dues Agreement Type Frequency
Type of Dues Agreement

f

Percentage

Fully Unified

5

38.46%

Basic Unified (NAAE)

1

7.69%

Basic Unified (ACTE)

1

7.69%

Basic Unified (Both)

5

38.46%

State/Basic Unified (NAAE)

1

7.69%

Note. N = 13. Due to rounding, percentages total 99.99%
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Objective Two
The purpose of objective two was to determine the CTE funding ratios measured as a
percentage of state K-12 education expenditures and total state expenditures. Table 8 shows the
measures of central tendency for the states (N = 13) in terms of Total K-12 Education
Expenditures. The mean K-12 education expenditures were $8.89 billion per state. The state
with the largest expenditure value was Texas with $31 billion, followed by Florida with $14.59
billion, while the lowest value was Mississippi at $3.25 billion. The median value of the entire
variable set was $5.83 billion. Combined, the sample states devoted $115.60 billion to K-12
education in FY2018.
Table 8
Measures of Central Tendency: Total K-12 Education Expenditures
Total K-12 Education Expenditures
Mean

$8,892,461,538.46

Median

$5,826,000,000.00

Std. Deviation

$7,558,267,863.91

Range

$27,786,000,000.00

Minimum

$3,246,000,000.00

Maximum

$31,032,000,000.00

Note. N = 13
Table 9 shows the measures of central tendency for Total State Expenditures for FY2018.
For the purposes of this study, federal money granted to the state governments then dispersed
with state funds, such as Perkins, was also considered state funds. The mean expenditure amount
for all states within the population (N = 13) was $43.62 billion. Texas had the largest
expenditure value with $115.21 Billon, followed by Florida with a value of $78.52 billion, and
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Mississippi had the lowest with $19.65 billion. The median of the entire variable set was $34
billion. Combined, the states expended roughly $567 billion.
Table 9
Measures of Central Tendency: Total State Expenditures
Total State Expenditures
Mean

$43,615,846,153.85

Median

$34,052,000,000.00

Std. Deviation

$27,062,484,502.99

Range

$95,555000,000.00

Minimum

$19,653,000,000.00

Maximum

$115,208,000,000.00

Note. N = 13
Table 10 lists the funding each state within the population (N = 13) dedicated to
secondary CTE. These values included state and federal funding but excluded funding at the
local level. Table 11 shows the standard descriptive statistics for the secondary CTE funding
values. States within the population dedicated a mean value of $269.40 million dollars to
secondary CTE. Together, the southern states allocated $3.5 billion for secondary CTE.
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Table 10
Total K-12 CTE Funding
State

Total K-12 CTE Funding

Alabama

$216,963,599.80

Arkansas

$87,199,024.56

Florida

$266,604,431.88

Georgia

$270,538,039.01

Kentucky

$185,341,490.00

Louisiana

$146,477,604.00

Mississippi

$97,156,712.00

North Carolina

$419,152,248.79

Oklahoma

$201,497,100.00

South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas
Virginia

$48,414,076.00
$138,626,330.00
$1,241,460,743.46
$182,818,302.00
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Table 11
Measures of Central Tendency: Total K-12 CTE Funding
Total K-12 CTE Funding
Mean

$269,403,823.19

Median

$185,341,490.00

Std. Deviation

$307,296,129.00

Range

$1,193,046,667.46

Minimum

$48,414,076.00

Maximum

$3,502,249,701.50

Note. N = 13
Using the Total K-12 CTE Funding values from Table 10 and the Total K-12 Education
Expenditures, the CTE%Education funding ratio was calculated using Equation 11. Table 12 shows
the CTE%Education values for each state within the population, N = 13. A mean of 2.94% was
calculated for these data. Table 13 shows the standard descriptive statistics of this value set.
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Table 12
CTE Funding Ratios (K-12 Education)
State

CTE%Education

Alabama

3.78

Arkansas

2.40

Florida

1.83

Georgia

2.16

Kentucky

3.18

Louisiana

2.78

Mississippi

2.99

North Carolina

3.76

Oklahoma

5.77

South Carolina

0.98

Tennessee

2.21

Texas

4.00

Virginia

2.33

Table 13
Measures of Central Tendency: CTE Funding Ratios (K-12 Education)
CTE%Education
Mean

2.94

Median

2.78

Std. Deviation

1.21

Range

4.79

Minimum

0.98

Maximum

5.77

Note. N = 13
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Using the Total K-12 CTE Funding values from Table 10 and the Total State
Expenditures, the CTE%Total funding ratio was calculated using the formula in Equation 10.
Table 14 shows the CTE%Total funding ratio for each state in the population (N = 13). These
values had a mean of 0.56% and a median of 0.49%. The remaining standard descriptive
statistics for these values follow in Table 15.
Table 14
CTE Funding Ratios (Total State Expenditures)
State

CTE%Total

Alabama

0.80

Arkansas

0.34

Florida

0.34

Georgia

0.53

Kentucky

0.54

Louisiana

0.47

Mississippi

0.49

North Carolina

0.84

Oklahoma

0.89

South Carolina

0.19

Tennessee

0.41

Texas

1.08

Virginia

0.35
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Table 15
Measures of Central Tendency: CTE Funding Ratios (Total State Expenditures)
CTE%Total
Mean

0.56

Median

0.49

Std. Deviation

0.26

Range

0.89

Minimum

0.19

Maximum

1.08

Note. N = 13
Objective Three
The purpose of objective three was to determine if a relationship existed between the type
of dues agreement active in a given state and the funding level of CTE. The eta correlation
coefficient was used to determine the strength of relationship (linear plus curvilinear) between
these variables. Funding levels for this analysis were represented by the CTE%Education and
CTE%Total funding ratios. These values showed state CTE funding as a percentage of a state’s K12 education expenditures and total expenditures respectively.
The first analysis was conducted using Dues Agreement Type [Fully Unified, f = 5; Basic
Unified (NAAE), f = 1; Basic Unified (ACTE), f = 1; Basic Unified (Both), f = 5; State/Basic
Unified (NAAE), f = 1], N = 13 and CTE%Education (M = 2.94, SD = 1.21). The results for Dues
Agreement Type and CTE%Education are summarized below in Figure 1. Using Jones’ (2019)
conventions, the strength of the association was found to be medium,  = 0.65.
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Figure 1
CTE%Education by Dues Agreement Type

Note. N = 13
The second analysis was conducted using Dues Agreement Type [Fully Unified, f = 5;
Basic Unified (NAAE), f = 1; Basic Unified (ACTE), f = 1; Basic Unified (Both), f = 5;
State/Basic Unified (NAAE), f = 1], N = 13 and CTE%Total (M = 0.56, SD = 0.26). Using Jones’
(2019) conventions, the strength of the association was found to be strong,  = 0.76. The results
for Dues Agreement Type and CTE%Total are presented below in Figure 2.
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Figure 2
CTE%Total by Dues Agreement Type

Note. N = 13
Objective Four
Objective four focused on the membership levels of each state’s professional
organizations. These values were calculated as a percentage of teachers eligible for membership
within a professional organization and actual membership numbers. Values were calculated for
the state agricultural educators’ organization (Mem%Ag), the state CTE teachers’ organization
(Mem%CTE), and a statewide professional organization membership percentage (Mem%State).
States with a dues agreement in place that unified the state agricultural educators and state CTE
teachers’ organization reported equal values for the Mem%CTE and Mem%State variables. The
calculated membership percentages are displayed below in Table 16. Mem%Ag was calculated
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using Equation 12, Mem%CTE was calculated using Equation 13, and Mem%State was calculated
using either Equation 4—for organizations unified at the state level—or Equation 14—for states
that were not unified at the state level. There were the standard descriptive statistics for the
variables: Mem%Ag (M = 72.13, Mdn = 67.97, SD = 20.66, Range = 64.55, Min = 35.45, Max =
100.00); Mem%CTE (M = 32.71, Mdn = 20.00, SD = 29.09, Range = 92.72, Min = 7.28, Max =
100.00); Mem%State (M = 36.12, Mdn = 23.79, SD = 26.99, Range = 91.48, Min = 8.52, Max =
100)
Table 16
Professional Organization Membership Percentages by Organization Type and State Total
State
Alabama

Mem%Ag
84.77

Mem%CTE
51.84

Mem%State
51.84

Arkansas

53.87

60.12

58.45

Florida

35.45

8.52

8.52

Georgia

99.79

54.88

60.53

Kentucky

67.97

20.00

20.00

Louisiana

67.86

7.93

18.22

Mississippi

62.68

56.20

56.20

North Carolina

57.67

7.28

12.07

Oklahoma

100.00

100.00

100.00

South Carolina

81.95

24.79

24.79

Tennessee

81.67

8.79

18.61

Texas

96.67

12.77

25.07

Virginia

47.31

12.10

15.21
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Objective Five
Objective five sought to describe the relationship between the state professional
organization membership percentage, represented by Mem%State (M = 36.12, SD = 26.99) and
CTE funding levels represented by the variables CTE%Education (M = 2.94, SD = 1.21) and
CTE%Total (M = 0.56, SD = 0.26).
Due to the small population size (N = 13), the Shapiro-Wilk test was chosen to evaluate
normality of the data for each variable. The results were found to be significant for Mem%State (p
= 0.025), and it was concluded that the data were not normally distributed. However, the results
were inconsequential for both CTE%Education (p = 0.566) and CTE%Total ( p= 0.274), and the data
for those variables were assumed to be normally distributed.
In light of the Shapiro-Wilk test results, the variables were evaluated using the Spearman
rank order correlation test. The first analysis paired Mem%State (M = 36.12, SD = 26.99) and
CTE%Education (M = 2.94, SD = 1.21), N = 13. The conventions of Hinkle, Wiersma, and Jurs
(1998) as cited in Rovai et al. (2014) were used to interpret the rs value. The results showed a
low relationship between state professional organization membership levels and CTE funding as
a proportion of a state’s K-12 education expenditures, rs(11) = .30.
The second analysis paired Mem%State (M = 36.12, SD = 26.99) and CTE%Total (M = 0.56,
SD = 0.26), N = 13. The conventions of Hinkle, Wiersma, and Jurs (1998), as cited in Rovai et
al. (2014) were used to interpret the rs value. The results showed a low relationship between
state professional organization membership levels and CTE funding as a proportion of a state’s
total expenditures, rs(11) = 0.32.
Due to the proven impact of interest density on the power of organized interest groups in
terms of their ability to act upon the government (Gray & Lowery, 1996; see also Jacoby &
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Schneider, 2001; Tandberg, 2010), tests for non-parametric partial correlation between
Mem%State (M = 36.12, SD = 26.99), CTE%Education (M = 2.94, SD = 1.21), and CTE%Total (M =
0.56, SD = 0.26), N = 13 were conducted. In these analyses, the variable of IGDensity (M =
1404.69, Mdn = 975.00, SD = 1098.65) was controlled. A Shapiro-Wilk test for normality was
conducted on the IGDensity values and was found to be significant, p = 0.002. IGDensity was not
treated as normally distributed. The values for IGDensity were calculated using Equation 19.
The first two-tailed non-parametric partial correlation test was preformed between
Mem%State (M = 36.12, SD = 26.99) and CTE%Education (M = 2.94, SD = 1.21). After controlling
for IGDensity (M = 1404.69, Mdn = 975.00, SD = 1098.65), the low relationship between the
variables was maintained with a value of r(10) = 0.34.
The second two-tailed non-parametric partial correlation test was performed between
Mem%State (M = 36.12, SD = 26.99) and CTE%Total (M = 0.56, SD = 0.26). After controlling for
IGDensity (M = 1404.69, Mdn = 975.00, SD = 1098.65), the low relationship between the variables
strengthened slightly from an rs value of 0.32 to r(10) = 0.465.
Objective Six
Objective six sought to identify which organizations were actively engaged in efforts to
promote CTE policies to the state legislatures. For the purposes of this study, lobbying was
defined as a planned, coordinated effort at least once a year to inform members of the state
legislature about CTE and its impacts. Just because an organization was recorded as not actively
lobbying in this study does not mean that it has never engaged in lobbying activities in support of
CTE. Organizations that lobbied only on an “as needed” basis did not meet the requirement of
this study that the activity be consistently planned from one year to the next. It should be noted
that in some states, “lobbying” by government employees—of which teachers are included—was
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considered illegal. In those instances, the organizations described below were engaged in
“policy advocacy activities,” not “lobbying.” These results were obtained from the State
Agricultural Education Program Supervisors—or a person of equivalent position using the
questioning instrument outlined in Table 3. If an organization was not listed by the individual(s)
interviewed, that organization was not recorded as engaged in CTE lobbying efforts. The results
of the survey are presented below in Table 17.
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Table 17
CTE Lobbying Organizations Active at the State Level

Y

State
FFA
Assoc.
Lobbies?
Y

Two or
More
CTSOs
Lobby?
N

Y

Y

Y

3

Y

Y

Georgia

12

Y

Kentucky

10

Louisiana

State

CTE
Lobbying
Orgs. (n)

Ag. Ed.
Org.
Lobbies?

CTE
Org.
Lobbies?

Farm
Bureau
Lobbies?

Other
Orgs.
Lobby?

Alabama

3

N

Y

N

Arkansas

12

Y

Y

N

Florida

Y

N

N

N

Y

Y

Y

N

Y

N

Y

Y

Y

N

Y

3

Y

N

Y

N

Y

N

Mississippi

2

Y

N

Y

N

N

N

N. Carolina

11

Y

Y

Y

Y

N

N

Oklahoma

4

Y

Y

Y

Y

N

N

S. Carolina

3

Y

N

Y

N

Y

N

Tennessee

5

Y

N

Y

N

Y

Y

Texas

14

Y

Y

Y

Y

N

Y

Virginia

5

Y

Y

Y

N

Y

Y

Note. In the state of Alabama, ALFA (or the Alabama Farmers Federation) served the purpose
of the Farm Bureau Federations typically found in other states. Consequently, the “Yes” result
under the Farm Bureau column for the state of Alabama is in reference to ALFA.
North Carolina was unique in this sample in that its state government enacted a biennial state
budget. Due to this process, its legislature had “long sessions” during odd numbered years and
“short sessions” in even numbered years. As a result, most lobbying across all policy areas took
place in odd numbered years. The CTE lobbying entities within North Carolina coordinated
lobbying efforts for odd numbered years to coincide with the state budget process. North
Carolina organizations were judged to be active if they lobbied every other year.
During the interview process, interviewees were asked to list the organizations which actively
lobbied for CTE in their state. It is possible that some organizations marked with an “N” did
actually lobby in support of CTE; their organization may simply not have been named during the
interviews.
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The mean value for organizations actively lobbying for CTE within the states was 6.69
organizations (SD = 4.37). The median was five organizations per state. Texas was distinctive
in this population with 14 active organizations, while Mississippi stood out on the other end of
the spectrum with only two active organizations.
Objective Seven
In objective seven, the relationship between the type of dues agreement in place and the
number of CTE organizations that were actively lobbying or engaged in “policy advocacy”
within the state was examined. To achieve this objective, the eta correlation coefficient was
identified as the most suitable to test for the total strength of relationship (linear plus curvilinear),
due to the nature of the variables. Dues Agreement Type [Fully Unified, f = 5; Basic Unified
(NAAE), f = 1; Basic Unified (ACTE), f = 1; Basic Unified (Both), f = 5; State/Basic Unified
(NAAE), f = 1], N = 13 is a nominal variable, whereas Number of CTE Lobbying Entities (M =
6.96, Mdn = 5, SD = 4.37) is a continuous variable.
The strength of the relationship between Dues Agreement Type and Number of CTE
Lobbying Entities was found to be strong,  = 0.71 (Jones, 2019). The findings were
summarized in Figure 3.

89

Figure 3
Number of CTE Lobbying Organizations by Dues Agreement Type

Note. N = 13
Objective Eight
The final objective of this study was to determine if a relationship existed between the
amount of money the various state organizations spend lobbying or advocating to the state
legislatures on behalf of CTE and the resulting funding. For the purposes of this study, lobbying
was defined as, “a coordinated effort to inform the members of the state legislature about CTE at
least once a year.” Lobbying activities/expenses could have included hiring a lobbyist or
professional policy representative, hosting a meal or event for members of the legislature, travel
for the officers of an organization to interact with legislators at the statehouse, printing expenses
for legislative handouts, etc. It should be noted, that in some states “lobbying” by government
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employees—of which teachers are included—was considered illegal. In those instances, the
organizations were engaged in “policy advocacy activities,” but for the purposes of this study,
expenses related to “policy advocacy activities” were counted as lobbying expenses.
CTE funding levels were represented by the variables CTE%Education (M = 2.94, SD =
1.21) and CTE%Total (M = 0.56, SD = 0.26), N = 13. Shapiro-Wilk tests of normality were
performed on both variables and found to be tenable. Lobbying expenses on behalf of CTE were
represented by the variable LETotal (M = $26,484.62, 5% Trimmed M = $22,730.13, Mdn =
$11,250.00, SD = $35,127.86, N = 13). The Shapiro-Wilk test of normality for the LETotal
variable was found to be significant, p = .002. The null hypothesis that the LETotal data were
normally distributed was rejected. Due to this result, the Spearman rank order correlation test
was chosen to analyze the data.
The first Spearman rank order correlation test paired LETotal (M = $26,484.62, 5%
Trimmed M = $22,730.13, Mdn = $11,250.00, SD = $35,127.86, N = 13) and CTE%Education (M =
2.94, SD = 1.21, N = 13). The variables were shown to have a moderate relationship, rs(11) = .53
(Hinkle, Wiersma, and Jurs, 1998, as cited by Rovai et al., 2014).
The second Spearman rank order correlation test paired LETotal (M = $26,484.62, 5%
Trimmed M = $22,730.13, Mdn = $11,250.00, SD = $35,127.86, N = 13) and CTE%Total (M =
0.56, SD = 0.26), N = 13. The variables were shown to have a high relationship, rs(11) = .75.
The results showed that rs2 = .56, which indicated that LETotal accounted for 56% of the variance
in CTE%Total; or that CTE%Total accounted for 56% of the variance in LETotal; or that they shared
56% of variance in common.
Two final tests were conducted to fully realize this research objective. Due to the proven
impact that interest density had on the power of organized interest groups in terms of their ability
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to act upon the government (Gray & Lowery, 1996; see also Jacoby & Schneider, 2001;
Tandberg, 2010), tests for non-parametric partial correlation between LETotal (M = $26,484.62,
5% Trimmed M = $22,730.13, Mdn = $11,250.00, SD = $35,127.86, N = 13), CTE%Education (M=
2.94, SD = 1.21), and CTE%Total (M = 0.56, SD = 0.26), N = 13 were conducted. In these
analyses, the variable of IGDensity (M = 1404.69, Mdn = 975.00, SD = 1098.65) was controlled.
A Shapiro-Wilk test for normality was conducted on the IGDensity values and was found to be
significant, p = .002. Due to this, the null hypothesis that the data were normally distributed was
rejected. The values for IGDensity were calculated using Equation 19. Non-parametric tests were
chosen due to the previously described Shapiro-Wilk test for normality results of LETotal and
IGDensity.
The first non-parametric partial correlation test was conducted pairing LETotal and
CTE%Education, while controlling for IGDensity. The test showed a moderate correlation between
LETotal and CTE%Education, r(10) = .57 (Hinkle, Wiersma, and Jurs, 1998, as cited by Rovai et al.,
2014).
The second non-parametric partial correlation test was conducted pairing LETotal and
CTE%Total, while controlling for IGDensity. When IGDensity was controlled for, a high correlation of
r(10) = .72, was found between LETotal and CTE%Total (Hinkle, Wiersma, and Jurs, 1998, as cited
by Rovai et al., 2014).
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CHAPTER V
CONCLUSIONS, DISCUSSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The purpose of this study was to determine the potential impact of CTE professional
organization relationships—dues agreements—on state-level secondary CTE funding. Data were
collected from the southeastern region of the United States (N = 13) and were analyzed using a
statistical software. This study had eight specific objectives:
1.

Describe the nature of the dues agreement(s), if any, in place between the state
agricultural teachers’ association, NAAE, the state CTE organization, and ACTE
for each state in the sample population.

2.

Calculate the state-level CTE funding ratios for the states within the sample
population measured against total K-12 education expenditures and total state
expenditures.

3.

Describe the potential impact of state professional organization relationships—
dues agreements—on state CTE funding levels as a proportion of total K-12
education expenditures and total state expenditures.

4.

Describe the membership levels of the professional organizations at the state level
as a percentage of total membership to potential membership.

5.

Describe the relationship between professional organization membership
percentage and state-level CTE funding as a proportion of total K-12 education
expenditures and total state expenditures.

6.

Identify the number and type of organizations actively engaged in lobbying
activities supporting CTE within a given state.

7.

Describe the relationship between the number of organizations actively lobbying
the state legislature on behalf of CTE and the nature of the dues agreement in
place for a given state.

8.

Describe the relationship between the amount of funds earmarked for lobbying in
support of CTE and state-level CTE funding levels.
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Methodology Review
The largest limitation of this study is the inability of its results to be generalized to other
areas of the country. The limited population size also posed problems when outliers were
identified in the data but excluding them would have further exasperated the concern.
Nonparametric tests were utilized to help address this issue.
Should this study be repeated, the coding of Dues Agreement Type [Fully Unified, f = 5;
Basic Unified (NAAE), f = 1; Basic Unified (ACTE), f = 1; Basic Unified (Both), f = 5;
State/Basic Unified (NAAE), f = 1], N = 13 as a multi-categorical variable should be modified to
reduce the number of potential categories. In hindsight, the real characteristic being questioned
was whether or not the state agricultural education organization and the state ACTE organization
were unified at the state level. The National Center for Education Statistics (2003) outlined the
federal Perkins grant calculation process and reported that the amounts were calculated using a
formula which was based only on 1) population of a state within certain age groups; 2) the state’s
per capita income; 3) the national per capita income; and 4) the available funding for grants. The
variables in the Perkins formula were not influenceable by the national professional
organizations, so while it is satisfying for one’s curiosity to know if the state organizations were
affiliated with their national counterparts, it can be assumed that national affiliation did not
impact state-level funding, as the federal funding formula did not factor professional
organizations into account. With this in mind, coding the Dues Agreement Type variable as a
simple dichotomous variable would suffice. If this change were applied to our current data set,
instead of having two treatments of five and three treatments of one each, the data would be
divided into two groups: State Unified, f = 6 and Non-State Unified, f = 7. Furthermore, coding
Dues Agreement Type in this way, with a larger sample, would potentially allow the use of the
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point biserial-correlation technique, and it would allow outliers to be excluded, while still
preserving the power of the analysis techniques.
An unanticipated variable that confounded the data collection process was the vast
variation in how different states went about funding education in general. The Education
Commission of the United States (2021) has identified the primary funding allocation methods
that different states use: Student-based foundation, f = 34; Resource-based allocation, f = 10;
Hybrid, f = 5; Guaranteed tax base, f = 2. When the sample population was originally chosen,
these funding methods, and the differences between them, were not taken into account. The
population for this study would break down as follows: Student-based foundation, f = 7;
Resource-based allocation, f = 4; and Hybrid, f = 2. While some degree of variation was
expected, limiting a future study to the 34 states using the student-based foundation formula
should be considered.
Another variable that must be considered from the beginning of any future study is that of
CTE teacher salaries and how they are funded. In Mississippi, the state’s portion of CTE
teacher’s salaries was included in the vocational education funding of the state budget.
However, in the states of Georgia, Tennessee, and several others, that was not the case. These
states chose to include the salaries of CTE teachers as part of their general education teacher
funding formula. A question about how CTE teachers’ salaries are funded must be added to the
questioning instrument used in the data collection and verification process for any future study.
For the most part, lobbying expenses were easy for most organizations to estimate or
provide. However, a solution must be made to estimate the value of the “unpaid lobbyist.” For
example, the executive director of the Florida ACTE affiliate was registered as an unpaid
lobbyist in the state of Florida, but when asked for an estimate of lobbying expenses, she
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reported that “$0” was expended on lobbying. She explained that lobbying is an expected
function of her position, but she was not paid a specific amount of her salary to lobby. A
potential solution would be to collect salary data from the executive director or treasurer of the
organization, divide the salary amount by the number of working days in a year (260), and
multiply the resulting value by the number of days the executive director estimates they spend
actively engaging with the legislature per year. While this would be a very rough estimate, it
would surely be more accurate than reporting zero lobbying expenses.
This study used interviews as the primary means of validating and collecting information
about the various states and their organizations. Of 39 separate government offices and
professional organizations contacted in this study, only two organizations were unresponsive
within the data collection window, Louisiana ACTE and South Carolina ACTE. However, even
the values for the nonresponsive organizations were derived from alternative sources such as
membership records from national ACTE, state lobbying disclosures, and reliable third parties,
such as the state CTE supervisor or another scheduled contact who happened to be a member of
the non-responsive organization.
The response rate for this study was exceptionally high. Qualtrics (2022) reported that
the average survey response rate was typically around 20-30%, but the overall response rate for
offices/organizations contacted was 94.87% in this study. Due to the time-consuming nature of
interviews, the argument could be made for switching the professional organization contacts to a
survey data gathering approach, but due to the fact the entire population of interest would be N =
50, the high success rate of the current approach outweighs the convenience advantage of the
survey method for future research. With that said, a scheduling software should be incorporated
into a larger study.
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A needed addition to the methodology is the creation of a form that would be sent to the
state Agricultural Education Supervisors before their meeting is supposed to take place. This
form would supplement the standard questioning instrument used. The form would reference
specific documents, page numbers, and line items that would be discussed in the upcoming
interviews along with specific questions that the researcher may have. This would allow the
interviewee to clarify needed information with supervisors or direct the researcher to better
informational sources which can then be discussed in the interview.
As discussed in the methodology section, FY2018 was chosen because it was the most
recent year that was guaranteed not to have impacts from the COVID pandemic or the
reauthorization of Perkins. However, the choice of FY2018 did pose some interesting challenges
in its own right. For example, in the state of Arkansas, between FY2018 and present, the
government underwent a major restructuring in which the CTE department, whose budget was
used for this study, ceased to exist. This in itself was not an issue, but many of the individuals
who worked in the previous department were no longer employed in the current office, making
verification of figures more of a challenge. Furthermore, the researcher deemed it easier to add
Perkins funds to budgets that did not report them than it was to subtract them from budgets that
contained them. However, due to the fact Perkins V has been implemented, many states no
longer provided access to their Perkins IV policy manual, meaning the Perkins V
secondary/postsecondary funding percentages had to be used with 2018 grant amounts to
calculate an estimate of secondary Perkins funding for the chosen year. Should a future study be
conducted, information from FY2023 or later would be the preferred funding period. This would
ensure that most individuals who worked during that time are still at the department, all data
would be from post-COVID, and the Perkins V reference materials would be readily available.
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The state of Texas posed an interesting issue with the planned methodology. Due to its
size and population, it had significantly more CTE professional organizations that were active in
addition to the state ACTE and agricultural education organization. In most states, any
additional organizations typically exist as a division within the state ACTE and are not large
enough to conduct separate activities. However, a process to deal with these divergent cases
should be established from the beginning of any future study. To allow Texas’ inclusion in this
study, the other organizations’ leaders were interviewed and included in the study with their
lobbying expenses and membership numbers being considered in the calculation of Mem%State
and LETotal, but this situation was unanticipated when the methodology was first written.
Discussion and Conclusions
Objective One
The two most common dues agreement types among the states in this population (N = 13)
were Fully Unified, f = 5 and Basic Unified (Both), f = 5. The remaining three states identified
as Basic Unified (NAAE), Basic Unified (ACTE), or State/Basic Unified (NAAE).
The results of objective one were not surprising, and one could argue they point to a
natural evolution of the professional organization relationships as the political environment has
changed. While not explicitly stated, the evidence of early membership applications from the
AVA (1926) and the accounts of Stimpson and Lathrop (1954) lead the researcher to believe that
the Fully Unified approach may have been the “default” in the early days of the professional
organizations. In several interviews with individuals from states who now fall into one of the
Basic Unified classifications, it was revealed that they were once Fully Unified, but chose to
disassociate at the state level due to disagreements between the goals of the agricultural
educators and the state ACTE organization (B. Hughes & S. Gass, personal communication,
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September 2022). It is worth discussing that both Georgia and Tennessee agricultural education
organization representatives cited the state ACTEs’ unwillingness to pushback on government
decisions limiting extended contracts for agricultural educators as contributing factors to their
organizations’ decisions to abandon their state-level affiliation agreements. The fact both of
these organizations chose to break away from their state ACTE in this situation was consistent
with the findings of both Truman (1951) and Browne (1990). Truman theorized that large
associations would undergo a schism when an event activated a sufficiently large sub-group
within the association to the point that the stabilizing relationships of the overall association were
not enough to soothe the sub-group back into contentment with the status quo. Browne also
found in an empirical study that peak associations, which represented an extremely large mix of
interests, were not involved in many policy decisions that sub-groups within their association
viewed as critically important.
After organizations have disassociated on the state level, it is also possible that the
disassociation from the national affiliates that some states exhibited—Virginia, Texas, and South
Carolina—is the next step in that evolutionary process. Jacoby and Schneider (2001) and Gray
and Lowery (1996) extensively discussed the shift in governmental roles from the federal level to
the state level in their respective works. Just as the importance of federal government has shifted
more towards the state level in the past 40 years, it is possible the disassociation of state
organizations from their national affiliates is a symptom of this shift in government dynamics.
Objective Two
The median amount devoted to CTE by states within this population (N = 13) was
$185.34 million. This equated to a median amount of 2.78% of K-12 education expenditures
(CTE%Education) and 0.49% of total state expenditures (CTE%Total). Of the states within this
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study, Texas easily spent the greatest amount of money on CTE with about $1.24 billion, which
translated to a CTE%Education value of 4.00% and CTE%Total ratio of 1.08%. While Texas spent
the most measured by CTE%Total and actual dollar amounts, Oklahoma devoted the greatest
amount of its K-12 education budget to CTE, with a CTE%Education value of 5.77%. South
Carolina ranked last measured by every expenditure value: Total K-12 CTE Funding, $48.41
million; CTE%Education, 0.98%; CTE%Total, 0.19%.
The funding ratio amounts calculated for CTE%Education and CTE%Total were shockingly
low. Many researchers identify education and welfare spending as almost always being the two
largest policy area expenditure amounts for every state (Gray & Lowery, 1996; Jacoby &
Schneider, 2001; Plotnick & Winters, 1985; Tandberg, 2010). Additionally, considering that
ACTE (2022b) found 92% of secondary students participated in CTE courses, one could easily
expect the funding ratios for CTE to be higher, especially in the CTE%Education calculations.
Ellerson (2010) found that the largest single expense of public elementary and secondary
education was instruction and instruction-related expenditures (including salaries and benefits),
at 65.8%. Knowing the percentage of students who participated in CTE courses, and the
percentage of expenditures dedicated to instruction, the fact that states within the sample
population (N = 13) only spent a mean value of 2.94% of their secondary education budget on
CTE seemed low. It is possible the spending percentages from Ellerson (2010) need to be
updated. While published in 2010, the data the study referenced are from the 2006-2007
academic year. An updated study into educational expenses in general would be a potential
research opportunity for the future, and it would be helpful in deciphering the accuracy of this
study’s results.
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We tend to equate the health of a state’s CTE programs with the amount of state funds
that are dedicated towards it, but this measure fails to account for all funding sources. One
drawback in the nature of this study is that it only focused on public money, specifically state
funds, and a percentage of Perkins, directed towards secondary CTE. The study precluded any
type of private funds which may be used to supplement CTE programs, such as those raised by
the various FFA Foundations in each of the states or corporate sponsorships of CTSOs. For
example, the North Carolina FFA Association and Foundation (2022) boasted 31 corporate
sponsors on their joint website, while the Georgia FFA Foundation (2021) annual report listed
over 150 corporate sponsors, in addition to individual contributions, for a combined fundraising
amount of $1,560,699.45 in 2020-2021. These two examples alone would suggest that the state
funding a program receives is only a portion of the overall picture of program success.
Objective Three
Objective three involved two eta correlation coefficient tests. The first paired Dues
Agreement Type and CTE%Education, while the second paired Dues Agreement Type and
CTE%Total. A strong association (Jones, 2019, p. 5) was found between the variables in both
tests ( = .65 and  = .76). The results from objective three seemed promising. An assessment
of Figure 1 shows a clear distinction between the earnings of the Fully Unified states (f = 5) and
the Basic Unified (Both) (f = 5) states. Within this sample, the Fully Unified organizations
commanded a higher percentage of their state’s education budgets, measured by CTE%Education,
with Florida being the only exception. The majority of the Basic Unified (Both) states fell in the
middle to lower ranges of CTE%Education values.
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This trend continued in Figure 2, which shows CTE%Total earnings by Dues Degree Type.
In this figure, the Fully Unified states showed a majority of Fully Unified states—three of five—
out earned the Basic Unified (Both) states.
Objective Four
Professional organization membership percentages were calculated for the agricultural
educators’ organization (Mem%Ag), the state CTE teachers’ organization (Mem%CTE), and an
overall state professional organization membership percentage (Mem%State).
The states with the highest Mem%Ag values were Oklahoma, 100%; Georgia, 99.79%;
and Texas, 96.67%. The mean for Mem%Ag was 72.13%, N = 13, and the low was the state of
Florida with 35.45%. The state CTE teachers’ organizations reported a high of 100%
membership in Oklahoma. Oklahoma was an outlier in terms of Mem%CTE with the next highest
value being 60.12% in Arkansas. The lowest values for Mem%CTE were recorded for North
Carolina, 7.28% and Louisiana, 7.93%. The mean of Mem%CTE was 32.71%, N = 13. For
Mem%State, the highest value was Oklahoma with 100% membership. This value made
Oklahoma an outlier in this category as well. The next highest Mem%State value was Georgia
with 60.53%. The lowest values were Florida, 8.52% and North Carolina, 12.07%. The mean
for Mem%State was 32.71%.
Several important conclusions could be drawn from this data set. The state agricultural
education organizations were substantially stronger than their general CTE counterparts in terms
of membership. The mean membership value for agricultural educator organizations was
72.13%, compared to 32.71% for the CTE organizations. Stimson and Lathrop (1954) reported
on the early rise of secondary agricultural education at length, and this major discrepancy in
membership percentage could be attributed to the historical advantage that agricultural education
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has on the other CTE pathways; agricultural education has simply been around longer than the
other divisions.
The data could be interpreted to mean that within these states, agricultural educators feel
a stronger pull to join their professional organization(s) than other CTE teachers. In Mississippi,
many non-agriculture CTE teachers only teach CTE courses a portion of the day. It is possible
that these teachers do not actually identify themselves as CTE teachers. Alternatively, these less
than full time CTE teachers may choose to join their state’s general education professional
organization.
Another theory which might explain this data involves the differences in teacher
preparation between agricultural educators and other CTE pathway teachers. Agricultural
educators are unique in that they are trained by instructors and professors who are themselves
former agricultural educators, often in departments housed under the land-grant school’s College
of Agriculture as opposed to the College of Education. All other CTE teachers, with the possible
exception of family and consumer science teachers, are generally trained through a general
teacher preparatory degree program. It is possible that agricultural educators choose to join their
professional organization(s) at higher rates because they are trained to do so by their mentors,
who are generally members of the organizations in question.
If the three states—Virginia, Texas, & South Carolina—that identified their dues
agreement type as something other than Fully Unified or Basic Unified (Both) were excluded,
the remaining values (n = 10) showed an interesting relationship. The Fully Unified and Basic
Unified (Both) states had a very similar mean for the Mem%Ag value, 70.17% and 72.21%
respectively. However, the Basic Unified (Both) states exhibited a marked difference in
Mem%CTE and Mem%State values. Fully Unified states showed a mean of 47.31% for Mem%CTE
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and Mem%State, but Basic Unified (Both) states exhibited a mean of 27.8% for Mem%CTE and
33.58% for Mem%State.
The data above showed that agricultural education teacher organization membership was
not adversely impacted or significantly improved due to the presence or absence of a state-level
unified dues agreement, but the state ACTE organizations and the state professional organization
membership rate were dependent, at least to an extent, on unity at the state-level. These findings,
and the fact that this study was conducted using a moment in time approach raises the question,
“Are the state ACTE organizations of non-unified states in decline?” Gray and Lowery’s (1996)
Theory of Population Ecology in Interest Representation asserted that in the political ecosystem,
organizations either adapt to increased population pressures—maintaining or gaining power—or
are eventually overcome by resource competition.
Objective Five
In objective five, a low relationship [rs (11) = .30] was found between Mem%State (M =
36.12, SD = 26.99) and CTE%Education (M = 2.94, SD = 1.21) (Hinkle, Wiersma, and Jurs, 1998,
as cited by Rovai et al., 2014). This relationship held true [rs (11) = .32] when Mem%State and
CTE%Total (M = 0.56, SD = 0.26) were tested.
Additionally, non-parametric partial correlation tests between the same variables were
ran to control for the impact of interest density, represented by IGDensity (M = 1404.69, Mdn =
975.00, SD = 1098.65). A Shapiro-Wilk test of normality showed that IGDensity was not normally
distributed. While controlling for IGDensity, a low relationship between the variables Mem%State
and CTE%Education was still detected, r (10) = .34 (Hinkle, Wiersma, and Jurs, 1998, as cited by
Rovai et al., 2014). Furthermore, while controlling for IGDensity, a low relationship was still
exhibited between Mem%State and CTE%Total, r (10) = .47. Within this sample, it appeared that
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the political ecosystem the organizations operated in did have at least minor implications on
funding, as both correlation values increased once IGDensity was controlled. These findings were
in line with the accepted literature which professed the impact of interest groups on state
spending decisions (Gray & Lowery, 1996; See also Jacoby & Schneider, 2001; Tandberg,
2010). The results seemed to be in line with the theories and findings of Truman (1951) and
Browne (1990).
Truman (1951) theorized that it was less important to have all potential members
affiliated with an organization than it was to have all current members presenting a united front,
with limited internal strife. He went on to state that as an organization increased in size, internal
struggles between subgroups would eventually detract from the effectiveness of the organization
in accomplishing its goals. Browne (1990) found evidence of this phenomenon when he studied
interest groups of vastly different sizes, including small, single-issue or niche groups to large,
peak organizations, which represented a vast variety of interests. He concluded that the small
interest groups were more effective than the large peak organizations when measured by the
success/failure rates of their stated policy issues. While our study did not show that smaller
organizations are more effective, it does lead one to believe that size and membership are far
from the most important factor predicting interest group success. In fact, Gray and Lowery
(1996) concluded that certain natural interests, such as teachers’ organizations, had an advantage
in terms of credibility and survivability within the political ecosystem, regardless of their
membership rates or financial resources. It is possible the low relationship between membership
percentage and funding could be a manifestation of the natural interest effect observed by Gray
and Lowery. Their natural interest theory can also explain why IGDensity seemed to have such a
small impact. State agricultural education organizations and ACTE affiliates could be
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considered natural interests, meaning that regardless of how competitive the political ecosystem
becomes they were viewed by the various state legislatures as important representatives within
their policy area.
Objective Six
Within this sample population (N = 13) there were about seven organizations actively
lobbying for CTE per state, M = 6.69; SD = 4.37. The state of Texas was the most active with
regards to CTE lobbying; it contained 14 active organizations. However, Mississippi only
contained two, the lowest reported. Analysis showed 84.62% of agricultural teacher
organizations lobbied, while only 69.23% of state CTE organizations self-reported or were
identified as active lobbying entities. The state FFA Association was an active political player in
all states, but only 46% of states reported two or more CTSOs as being politically active. Of the
states, 46% identified the Farm Bureau (or ALFA in Alabama) as being a lobbying partner of
CTE. Furthermore, four states reported that additional organizations were actively lobbying for
CTE: state CTE Directors’ organization, f = 1; Department of Education (departmental lobbyist),
f = 1; other specialized CTE teacher orgs, f = 1; and state agribusiness council, f = 1.
If one only looks at the Fully Unified states (f = 5) and Basic Unified (Both) states (f =
5), it appeared that when interest density was considered, states that had a more active political
ecosystem—more than 1,100 registered interests—were more likely to exhibit a Basic Unified
(Both) dues structure. On the flipside, if the three abnormal states were eliminated, states which
had less than 1,100 registered interests were more likely to be Fully Unified. This was to be
expected. Gray and Lowery (1996) concluded that as interest group density increased, guilds—a
large organization made of smaller interests—were more likely to combat increased competition
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by using resource and membership partitioning. In essence, as competition increased,
organizations were less likely to be united or engaged in pluralistic tendencies.
The five states—Alabama, Kentucky, North Carolina, Oklahoma, and Texas—that
reported the highest CTE%Education ratio were examined. In four of the five, two or more CTSOs
were active in policy influence activities. In three of the five states, both the agricultural
educators and the state ACTE organization were active in lobbying efforts. Farm Bureau
(ALFA) was only identified as having lobbied for CTE in one of the five top earning states,
Alabama.
In this population (N = 13), regardless of dues agreement, it appeared state CTE entities
were more likely to be successful in securing a higher percentage of state funds if multiple
student organizations, their state agriculture teachers’ organization, and their state ACTE
organization were active in lobbying activities. It also appeared that the lobbing support of the
state Farm Bureau did not have a significant impact on funding levels for CTE. These finding
were consistent with the results of previous studies. Truman (1951) and Browne (1990) found
that peak organizations—such as Farm Bureau—might state their support for a particular policy,
but would only actively pursue a very small percentage. Tandberg (2010) found that a higher
percentage of potential interests who were active in the higher education policy area resulted in
increased funding for higher education. His findings should be analogous with CTE as both are
areas in which the vast number of active political players are employees/programs which are
themselves extensions of the state governments which they are lobbying.
Objective Seven
Objective seven described the relationship between Dues Agreement Type [Fully Unified,
f = 5; Basic Unified (NAAE), f = 1; Basic Unified (ACTE), f = 1; Basic Unified (Both), f = 5;
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State/Basic Unified (NAAE), f = 1], N = 13 and Number of CTE Lobbying Entities (M = 6.96,
Mdn = 5, SD = 4.37) using the eta correlation coefficient. A strong relationship was found to
exist between Dues Agreement Type and Number of CTE Lobbying Entities,  = .71 (Jones,
2019).
The data showed that in general, states that reported having a Fully Unified (f = 5) dues
structure had a mean of 4.4 CTE lobbying entities per state. Conversely, states which identified
as Basic Unified (Both) (f = 5) had a mean of 8.6 CTE lobbying entities per state. If all states of
the population (N = 13) were grouped based upon whether or not they were affiliated at the state
level (ignoring national affiliations) this relationship held true, unified (f = 6); non-unified (f =
7). Including all states (N = 13), unified states had a mean of 4.17 CTE organizations lobbying
per state, whereas non-unified states had a mean of 8.86 CTE organizations lobbying per state.
There were several possibilities which may explain this phenomenon.
Based solely on these numbers, it appeared that the potential for a free-rider problem
(Olson, 1965) to exist was higher in states with unified state organizations. However, when one
considers that the Fully Unified states, generally obtained higher CTE%Education and CTE%Total
values than the Basic Unified (Both) states it must be conceded that, while irksome for some, the
free-rider problem did not substantially impact these states. This finding was consistent with
later works in the interest group field which pointed to the existence of the free rider problem,
but largely concluded it to be less debilitating than earlier theorists were led to believe (Cigler,
1991).
If one considered the earlier conclusion that Fully Unified dues agreements tended to be
active in states with lower IGDensity (M = 1404.69, Mdn = 975.00, SD = 1098.65) values, whereas
Basic Unified (Both) states tended to have increased political competition, it seemed to be
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another instance supported by the findings of Gray and Lowery (1996) (See also Jacoby &
Schneider, 2001; Tandberg, 2010). These researchers found that in environments with low
interest density the existing interest groups were more powerful and interests did not feel the
need to become activated until they felt pressured to maintain or change the status quo. Simply
put, within this population a larger number of organizations may have been active in Basic
Unified (Both) states because it was necessary for their survival, while it the Fully Unified states
this was not the case.
Objective Eight
The results of objective eight showed that there was a relationship between the amount of
funds organizations expended lobbying in support of CTE and the state’s CTE funding. A
Spearman rank order correlation test paired LETotal (M = $26,484.62, 5% Trimmed M =
$22,730.13, Mdn = $11,250.00, SD = $35,127.86, N = 13) and CTE%Education (M = 2.94, SD =
1.21, N = 13). A moderate relationship was found, rs (11) = .53 (Hinkle, Wiersma, and Jurs,
1998, as cited by Rovai et al., 2014).
Another Spearman rank order correlation test paired LETotal (M = $26,484.62, 5%
Trimmed M = $22,730.13, Mdn = $11,250.00, SD = $35,127.86) and CTE%Total (M = 0.56, SD =
0.26), N = 13. A high relationship was found, rs (11) = .75 (Hinkle, Wiersma, and Jurs, 1998, as
cited by Rovai et al., 2014). LETotal accounted for 56% of the variance in CTE%Total; or
CTE%Total accounted for 56% of the variance in LETotal; or they shared 56% of variance in
common, rs2 = .56.
Two non-parametric partial correlation tests were conducted to determine if the
relationship remained when interest density, represented by IGDensity (M = 1404.69, Mdn =
975.00, SD = 1098.65), was controlled. The first test paired LETotal (M = $26,484.62, 5%
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Trimmed M = $22,730.13, Mdn = $11,250.00, SD = $35,127.86, N = 13) and CTE%Education (M =
2.94, SD = 1.21, N = 13). A moderate relationship was shown, r (10) = .57 (Hinkle, Wiersma,
and Jurs, 1998, as cited by Rovai et al., 2014).
The second test showed a high relationship between LETotal (M = $26,484.62, 5%
Trimmed M = $22,730.13, Mdn = $11,250.00, SD = $35,127.86) and CTE%Total (M = 0.56, SD =
0.26), N = 13, while controlling for IGDensity (M = 1404.69, Mdn = 975.00, SD = 1098.65), r (10)
= .72 (Hinkle, Wiersma, and Jurs, 1998, as cited by Rovai et al., 2014). These findings were
consistent with those of Salamon and Siegfried (1977), who found that interest group resources
were strongly linked to policy success.
When examining the data, it was important to note that in general, the LETotal seemed to
correspond to the IGDensity rating within a given state. The states with two of the largest IGDensity
ratings also had the two highest values of LETotal, Georgia (IGDensity 3848; LETotal $120,000) and
Texas (IGDensity 3234; LETotal $69,000). On the other hand, two of the states with the lowest
IGDensity ratings also had two of the lowest LETotal values, South Carolina (IGDensity 614; LETotal
$550) and Mississippi (IGDensity 606; LETotal $1000). This conclusion was in line with Gray and
Lowery (1996) who found that as an interest environment becomes more crowed, the overall
power and effectiveness of each individual interest group is decreased.
Recommendations for Future Research
There is a dearth of empirical knowledge about the effectiveness of state-level
agricultural educator and CTE teacher organizations in terms of securing CTE funding from the
various state legislatures. Eight avenues for additional research were identified through the
course of this study:
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1.

This study should be repeated with a larger sample size, at least n = 35, which
would include all states using the most common school funding formula method,
and with the other changes recommended under the methodology review section.

2.

A study of membership rates over time for CTE organizations with a known year
of dues agreement annulment, such as Georgia and Tennessee, should be
conducted to determine if the CTE organizations in these states are strengthening
to represent their own interests or are in decline.

3.

An area of research desperately needed is a study into the amount of private
funding that agricultural education and other state CTE programs raise throughout
the year.

4.

A qualitative study of organizations which have chosen to disassociate with either
their state or national affiliates should be conducted to determine what led to these
decisions.

5.

A study on the evolution of the relationships between state ACTE and NAAE
affiliates and how the shift in government from the federal level to the state level
may drive this evolution could be valuable to determine if state organizations are
still trending towards affiliation with other organizations or if we can expect to
see more balkanization of organizational relationships from this point forward.

6.

An updated study following the methods of Ellerson (2010) would be useful in
determining how educational spending categories have changed. While the study
itself is not extremely old, it used data from around 2005. Furthermore, the
impacts of COVID and technological advancements within the past twenty years
have surely caused some changes in educational spending patterns.

7.

A study of non-agriculture CTE teachers is needed to determine their feelings
towards joining their state-level profession organization(s) and their perceptions
of themselves as CTE teachers is necessary to determine why Mem%State is so low
for states without state-level unified dues agreements.

8.

A study of agricultural educators and their feelings about the state CTE
organizations’ lobbying efforts would be useful in identifying the perceived extent
of the free rider issue in Fully Unified dues states.
Summary

The researcher could conclude that within the southeastern United States (N = 13), the
most common dues agreement types between state level agricultural educator and CTE teacher
professional organizations were Fully Unified (f = 5) and Basic Unified (Both) (f = 5). States in
this region dedicated between 1% to 5.77% of their education budget or between 0.19% to 1.08%
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of their total state budgets to implementing secondary CTE in FY2018. Within this population
(N = 13), Dues Agreement Type had a medium to strong relationship with state spending for
CTE, depending on if spending was measured as a proportion of K-12 education spending or
total state spending. Overall, agricultural educator professional development organizations
exhibited higher membership rates than their counterpart CTE teacher organizations.
Additionally, Fully Unified states had a higher total state professional organization membership
rate than Basic Unified (Both) states. A low relationship was found to exist between state
professional organization membership and state CTE funding. Within the population, a mean of
6.96 organizations actively lobbied for CTE in each state, but in general Basic Unified (Both)
states were found to have double the CTE lobbying entities of Fully Unified states. Finally, a
high relationship existed between money spent on CTE lobbying activities and state CTE
spending ratios.
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